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Commentor No. 285: Megan Cornish

Response to Commentor No. 285

Dear Secretary Richardson,

Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:
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Sincerely,

Address AT 2t //(.» =
state (LA 7ie 45/ Y

Name L SH

City S frTLE

Please inctude my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Staternent. Also, please respond to my comments and concerns.

1l 285-1 1| 285-2

285-1

285-3

285-1:

285-2:

285-3:

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.

TheHanford Site hasacomprehensi ve waste minimization and pollution
prevention programin place, as summarizedin Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site activities.

DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

DOE notes the commentor's views. However, the purpose of the

NI PEISisto evaluate the environmental impacts of arange of reasonable
alternativesto maintaining and enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to support production of isotopes for medical, research, and
industrial uses, production of plutonium-238 for use in future NASA
space exploration missions, and U.S. nuclear research and devel opment
needs for civilian application. No component of the proposed action is
for the purpose of supporting any other defense or weapons-related
mission.

Cancersare believed to be caused by acombination of hereditary and
environmental factors, including radiol ogical and chemical agents. In
ongoing clinical testing, therapeutic radioisotopes have proven effectivein
treating cancersand other illnesses while minimizing adverse side effects,
making their use an attractive alternative to traditional chemotherapy and
radiation treatments.

Chapter 4, Volume 1, of the NI PEIS provides an estimate of waste
generation and potential human health impacts associated with each of the
alternatives proposed for the production of medical, industrial and research
isotopes, plutonium-238, and nuclear research and devel opment. Any
additional wastes generated in support of these missionswould be managed
(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe an environmentally protective
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Commentor No. 285: Megan Cornish (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 285

manner and in compliancewith all applicable Federa and statelaws,
regulations, and applicable DOE orders. Intermsof potential human
health impacts, the NI PEISanalysisindicatesthat the most likely impacts
would not result in additional cancer fatalitiesamong the population
surrounding the DOE facilitiesthat may be selected for use.

Consistent with the mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks

to fulfill its responsibility to ensure that there is areliable supply of
isotopes in the U.S. to meet future demand. DOE does not subsidize
commercial producers. DOE encourages the commercial sector to
privatize the production of medical isotopes in certain instances, and does
this by turning over production of certain isotopesto commercial entities
once DOE has established that commercial production is economically
viable. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to clarify DOE's
isotope production role and other producers' capabilitiesto fulfill U.S.
isotope needs.
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Commentor No. 286: Tom Burke

Response to Commentor No. 286

Thank you. My name is Tom Burke. T am a resident of Kennewick Washington and T would like
1o make a few comments relative to the potential restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility.

The FFTF was designed as a large test reactor and thus hag many features that make it ideal for
the muiti-mission role propesed by the Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. It kas a test volume that is
significantly larger than all other operational Department of Energy reactors combined and it has
2 much higher neutron flux density than any other DOE reactor. The FFTF produces neutrons in
the high-energy spectrum; these are called fast neutrons (most reactors produce much lower
energy, or thermal, neutrons). The fast neutrons produced in FFTF can be “moderated” to
virtually any desired enetgy level, This is extremely important for supporting the variety of
missions identified in the NI PEIS. For example, some medical isotopes ¢an gnly be produced by
irradiating targets with high-energy neutrons while others require thermal neutrons. Finally, the
FFTF incorporates many features not found in other reactors, This includes, for example, the
ability to install specially instrumented and controlled test assemblies into the core. This
capability was demonstrated and used many times during the previous ten years of cutstanding
operation of the facility.

Let me say mors about the outstanding design and opétation of the FFTF. It is the only DOE
reactor designed to modem commercial reactor standards. For example, it includes a containment
building that was designed, constructed and tested to very stringent leak rate criteria. It
incorporates a sophisticated reactor shutdown system designed with both diversity and
redundancy in its operation. Finally, because emergency core cooling is provided by natural
circulation of the coolant, no emergency powersd equipment is required to perform this critical
function. Dug to these, and other design and safety features, the probability of a severe accident
at the FFTF is much lower than al a typical commercial power reactor.

Prior to its initial operation, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission performed a thorough review of
the FFTF design and Safety Analysis Report. This review concluded that the FFTF met modern
reactor design and safety standards. Although the FFTF is not licensed by the NRC, this is the
same review process that ail commercial reactors underge to obtain a license. It is expecied that
the NRC would be involved in restart of the facility in a sittular manner.

During fts ten years of operation, the FFTF achicved an impeceable operating and safety record,
better than that compiled by commercial reactors over the same time period. The plant received
many awards recognizitsg this industry standard setting operational and safety performance. This
tradition of operational excelience is an mgrained quality in the experienced staff that is
committed to continue this performance when the facility is restarted.

The FFTF is the only existing DOE reactor that can fully support all three of the important
missions described in the Nuclear Infrastructure PETS. The other existing facilities, evon taken
topether, can only partially support these missions. The new reactar and new accelerator options
may be able to meet most of the nceds, but there are significant technical and cost issues and
uncertainties associated with the concepis described inthe PEIS. So the answer is clear.
Restarting the FFTF is the only real optien for successfully supporting the combination of
missions described in the Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.

Thomas M. Burke

7207 W. 12% Ave.

Kennewick, WA
99338

286-1

286-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 287: Kathleen Myers

Response to Commentor No. 287

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These Include:

+ attending public meetings and giving your comments directly 1o DOE officials

® retuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toli-free and lzaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

é*lkﬁt_u_.’} P jp/x SDDS

Name (optional):

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle oney e d-g 728 Mol egd Tt {
_ ide

city: gl ' Saielude ZipCoded 101

Teleph (opticnal):

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For mora inomanon Gonkacl: Colefte £, Hrown, NE-50
U5, Deportment of Enengy + 19901 Gemnantown Road + Germanlown, MD 20874
Tok-free Telephone: 1.877-562-4593 « Toll-ires For 187 7-542-4592
. E-mak: Muclearinirosucture-PEISEha .<oa.pay
T2

287-1

287-1:  The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies alimited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS. As such, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not
meet DOE's mission requirements. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers

capabilitiesto fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

The proposed action would not have animpact on the cleanup missions at
the candidate sites. Itis DOE's policy that all wastes be managed

(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and environmentally protective
manner and in compliancewith all applicable Federal and statelaws,
regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 288: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 288

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

 returning this comment form 16 the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
« calling tol3-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

@ faxing your comments roll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

# comnmeniing via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hg.dee gov

Natne (optionai): .Mﬁ"l»'ﬂ"

Org)m'\'zzation: - :
@A‘)rganization Address (circle one): IS FE HOO e AE
City: g E"\'Hﬁz State: LfJ'?'1'Zi]:n Code:_FZ U5

Telephone {optional):

E-mai} (optionaly:
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For moes infamation comoct: Colette E. Brown. NE-50
1.5 Dx of Energy + 19901 wn Road + . MD 20872 g
Tok-ree Felbphone: 1-477-562:45¢3 + Foll-free Fapr: 1-877-562-4592 B
E-mail: NuclearinfresinschurePHS@h dod.ogov g

71209

288-1

288-2

288-3

288-2

288-1

288-4

288-5

288-1: Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1

(e.g., seeSection 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructureis analyzed inthis PEIS

for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13aso
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

288-2:  This NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regul ations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR
Part 1021), respectively. The environmental impacts of reasonable
alternativesto fulfill the requirements of the missionswere disclosed and
evaluated inthe NI PEIS. DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze,

and discloseall required information to make adecision on expanding
nuclear infrastructure. Further, DOE evaluated each environmental
resource areain aconsistent, unbiased manner acrossall the alternatives

to allow afair comparison among the variousalternatives.

288-3: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing activities
to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
TheHanford Site environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.
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Commentor No. 288: Anonymous (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 288

288-4:

288-5:

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure aternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.

The Hanford Site hasacomprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention programin place, as summarizedin Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume, that would govern any proposed site activities.

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

DOE prepared a separate Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation |mpact
Assessment to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary
of Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
aternatives presented in the NI PEIS. Such an ancillary document need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(¢e)). Nevertheless, DOE
mailed thisdocument to about 730 interested partieson September 8, 2000.
Thereport was made availableimmediately upon release onthe

NE web site (http://www.nucl ear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.
DOE has also provided a summary of the Nuclear Infrastructure

Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in Appendix Q in the Final NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 289: Terry Dunsmore

Response to Commentor No. 289

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways lo provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

» anending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

= returning this comment fornt to the registration desk at the mesting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free 1o: 1-877-562-4592

# commenting viz e-mail: Nuclear. Infrastructore-PEIS @ hg.doe.gov

Name (opticnal): ey Dypnomare

o ization:

gan‘zzmion Address (circle one): {129 1S rh  Avemve #*]

City: Senrtle Siate: b#_ZipCode_FE/ 22

Telephone {opticnal):

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For more: imformation :onmcl‘ Colaita £ Brown, NE-50
U5, Department of Energy = 19901 Gemantown « Germaniown, MD 20874
Toll-free Felephone: }-877-! 552 5593 'ldHrﬂeR:l 1-87 7682 4592
E-me: Nugleorinfosructure - PEIS@hg. doe.
TH2A0

289-1

289-2

289-1:  Worker and public health and safety are of paramount and primary
importance to the DOE. Restoration of the Hanford Site and waste
management activities arethe primary missionsat Hanford. Asstatedin
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF and
support facilities at Hanford during normal operations and from
postulated accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of the

NI PEIS. All impactsto human health and to ecological resources would
be small intheimmediate area of the Hanford Site and negligible at all
distant locations.

289-2:  The commentor’s support of alternative energy systemsis noted. Issues
of research and development of alternative energy sources are beyond
the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure EIS. Other offices of DOE are
responsible for the research and devel opment of alternative energy
sources. The stated missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include
the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238, and nuclear research and devel opment, can currently only
be met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies.
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Commentor No. 290: J.L. Moore

Response to Commentor No. 290

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways lo provide comment!s on the'Nuclear Jn#achtumL">
PEIS. These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

@ rtuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
# calling tol!-free and Teaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

# faxing your comments toil-free to: 1-877-362-2592

® commenting via e-mail; Nuclear.nfrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (eptional): é) L. houre-

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (vircle onc): SHOG AlF 5.?6

Ciy:_Seatfle StateW & Zip Code:_FE705

(optional):

E-mzil (opticnal):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

Fer more ifomation sontact: Colsts . o, HE-S0 47 i

U.S. Dy of Energy + Roogd] = MD 20874 &
!'ul'vwlehphonc l-an 5624593 + Tolkiree Foox 1277 sazasmz |
A NuUSkear INTasine ture-FEISER g dee. @

TN

290-1

290-2

290-3

290-4

290-1: Therestart of FFTFwould not impact the schedule or availablefunding
for existing cleanup activities at Hanford nor would it generate high-level
radioactive waste. The additional radioactive waste that would be
generated from therestart of FFTF (e.g., low-level radioactive waste)
would not be stored in the high-level radioactive waste tanks located at
Hanford. Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart
of FFTF would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive
waste (e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. Itis DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and aternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River. There are no
dischargesto the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

290-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure aternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 290: J.L. Moore (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 290
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Cotlette E. Brown, NE-50
U.S. Department of Energy
19901 Gerniantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874

290-3:

290-4:

Section 4.3 of Volume 1 providestheresults of the eval uation of potential
health impactsthat would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (whichincludesrestart of FFTF), including normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
Theenvironmenta analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risksassociated with restarting FFTF would be small.

The Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee (NERAC)
subcommittee for | sotope Research and Production Planning, reviewed
various DOE and industry accelerators and nuclear reactorsincluding
FFTF. Thereview covered both the research and production capabilities
in meeting aset list of isotopes. The commentor’sreferenceto “blue
ribbon medical advisory committeerecommendation,” istheabove
subcommittee’sconclusion. The conclusions presentedinthe NERAC
Subcommitteefor | sotope Research and Production Planning Final Report,
April 2000” regarding the suitability of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF)
to produce research isotopesin atimely and cost-efficient manner were
madeinthe context of thefacility producing research isotopesasitssole
mission. DOE agreesthat the FFTF slarge size and configuration are
not particularly well suited for the singular purpose of producing small
quantities of variousresearchisotopes. However, sustained operation of
the FFTFfor the production of both research and commercial isotopes
would beviableif operated in concert with producing plutonium-238

and conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications. Asthe NERAC report states: “Inlimited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutronsand
largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of someradioisotopes, but isbest suited for commercial interestswho
might consider itsusefor isotope production”. Inrecognition of these
constraintson itsoperational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates use of
the FFTF when coupled with the other proposed missions. While some
existing reactors may possessthe potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested inthe NERAC report, it
isunlikely that reliable, increased production of theseisotopesto support
projected needs could be accomplished without disturbing the existing
missionsof thesefacilities.
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Commentor No. 290: J.L. Moore (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 290

DOE hastaken the expert panel and NERA C recommendations under
consideration in developing therange of alternativesevauated inthe

NI PEIS. These reports were made available to the public at the NI PEIS
public information centers and on theinternet at www.nuclear.gov.

290-5: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

sasuodsay 30O @ pue SjuswLo) Uaiin—rz Lideyd



0Tv-¢

Commentor No. 291: Margaret Jean Tuthill

Response to Commentor No. 291

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

* re(uning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
 calling toll-free and leaving your cormments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

® commenting vig g-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS@hg.doe.gov

IMmeysn Gam Tertit?
7

Name (optional):

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one): 01’30 i—‘ g/le / Aty: S{—

city:le ol Statd0A_ 7ip Coder_ 15102
Telephone (cptional): (2oL 2AE- 4436

E-mail {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

ON INfOMAGHoN ComMacl: Colene & Bawn, NE-50 43
US. Depariment of Energy - 1990'\ Gamrnantown Road r Gamaniown, MD 20874 fy
Tolk-irea Telephone: 1-877-562.4503 + Tol-ires Fax: 1-877- 5624592
E-mall; Muckeor infrosruchure-PEIS@ha.doe

T1L00

291-1

291-2

291-3

291-4

291-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

291-2: Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1

(e.g., seeSection 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructureis analyzed inthis PEIS

for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13aso
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

291-3:  The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely and cost-
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission. It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both research and commercial isotopes
would beviable if operated in concert with producing plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and devel opment for civilian
applications. Asthe NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider itsusefor isotope production.” Inrecognition of these
constraints on its operationa feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions. While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
itisunlikely that reliable, increased production of theseisotopesto
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Commentor No. 291. Margaret Jean Tuthill (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 291

291-4.

support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of thesefacilities.

DOE hastaken the Expert Panel and NERAC report recommendations
under consideration in developing the range of alternatives evaluatedin
the NI PEIS. These reports were made available to the public at the
NI PEIS publicinformation centersand on the Internet at
http://www.nuclear.gov.

The NI PEIS accident risk analysis was conducted in amanner

consistent with the “Recommendations for the Preparation of
Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact Statements’
DOE Office of NEPA Oversight, May 1993. Sections 4.2-4.6 of

Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts
that would be expected to result from implementation of the alternatives,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks associated with each aternative would be small.
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Commentor No. 292: Donn Colby

Response to Commentor No. 292

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide conunents on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

= atiending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

= returming this comument form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

» calling toll-free and Jeaving your comments: 1-877-562-4393

+ faxing your cemments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4552

= commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PELS @hq.doe gov

T s
Name {optional): Yopn Lo H"lf; pD
Organizati (}%Jh‘.m}m C’i\\\,},‘(,e\mu —61- Jociat ﬂa'ogvu}’:j JH\?
@b{ganimﬁoﬂ Address (circle one): Jrs IT™ Bye &

City: Soetle. . State:. WA Zip Code:._i‘&

Telephone {optional): _
E-mail (optional): doHrelopn @ Acttyat, Cam

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 1B, 2000

mone iformation contoct Colefte E. Brown, NE-50

U3 Depariment of Energy ~ 1?‘?0] Gemantown Rood * Gemantesn, MD 20874

Tol-friee Telephone: 1-877-562-4593 + Tollee Fax: 1-677-562-4592

Emall; Muclegrintrastuchirs PES@NG.don.gov G,
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292-1

292-2

292-3

292-1: DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice

regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.

DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

DOE acknowledges that other manufacturers can produce certain
isotopes at lower costs. In fact, the United States currently purchases
approximately 90 percent of its medical isotopes from foreign producers,
most notably Canada. However, Canada only supplies alimited number
of economically attractivecommercial isotopes (primarily
molybdenum-99), and it does not supply research isotopes or the diverse
array of medical and industrial isotopesconsideredinthe NI PEIS. As
such, reliance on Canadian sources of i sotopesto satisfy projected U.S.
isotope needswould not meet DOE's mission requirements. Section 1.2.1
of Volume | has been revised to clarify DOE's role and other producers
capabilitiesinfulfilling U.S. isotope needs.

292-2:  DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding ongoing activitiesto
remediate the existing contamination at Hanford. Although beyond the
scope of this NI PEIS, the Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are high priority to DOE and are conducted in accordance with
the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.
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Commentor No. 292: Donn Colby (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 292

292-3:

Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1

(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructureisanalyzed in thisPEIS

for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sitesis not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13als0
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 293: Marianne Sullivan

Response to Commentor No. 293

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide on the Nuclear Inirastructure

PEIS, These include:

= attending public meetings and giving your comments directiy 1o DOE officials

= returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
+ calling toll-free and jeaving your comments: 1-§77-562-4593

* faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-§77-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hq. doe £V,

Name (optignal): m&.%m’i.ut Stfdsedgn {H“

4P S

3 P
éomél()rgmization Address (circle one): .-
e

City: SeadTie Smw;M Zip Codc:_%’_.t&j_.

Telephone (oplionan‘zaf» ?{"l [P

E-mail {(optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

maore intormation contact:
1S Depariment of Energy ~ 1790\ ‘Gemantown koad ¢ Smbwn WD ID!"
Te-frea Telaphone: ! -877-5(:2-4503 + Tol-hee Fax: 1-877-562-4552
ma: Nuctear nfrastuchure-FBSEhG.doo.gov
712160

293-1

293-2

293-1: DOE notesthe commentor’sconcernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission and migration of contaminants to the ColumbiaRiver. Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto remediate existing
contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE. The Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecol ogy,

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration
of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this

agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would a so be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to
Hanford cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

The Hanford Site hasacomprehensi ve waste minimization and pollution
prevention programin place, as summarizedin Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site activities.

No radioactive materialswere“released” in the Hanford Wil dfires of

2000. Wildfiresdid resuspend some materials already in the environment.
The resuspended materials were low, slightly above natural background
levels. Thelow levelsrequired several days of analysisto quantify.

The Columbia River does not continue to grow increasingly contaminated
from Hanford activities. Steady and consistent progress in restoring the
Hanford Site is documented in annual reports. These are available at
www.hanford.gov.

293-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 294: Erin JeziorsKi

Response to Commentor No. 294

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials { 1 ", .
# returning this comment form to the regisiration desk at the meeting or to the address below 4% -3 '&p}
+ calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

 faxing your comments toll-free 10: 1-877-562-4592 £ ij{ 7&_ -
 commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hqg.doe.gov
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294-1

294-2

294-3

294-4

294-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF and concern for the future of the Columbia River.
FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River. There are no
dischargesto the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

294-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement. The proposed
aternativeswould not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

Ecology, EPA, and DOE agreed to achange in the Tri-Party

Agreement to place the milestones for FFTF's permanent deactivation in
abeyance until the DOE reaches adecision on FFTF's future. Public
meetings were held on thisformal milestone change. The NI PEIS
missions would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure aternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.

The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention programin place, as summarizedin Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site activities.
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Commentor No. 294: Erin Jeziorski (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 294

294-3:

294-4:

The environmental consequences associated with each alternative were
assessed in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 of the PEIS. The socioeconomic
impacts associated with each alternative were presented in Chapter 3 of
Volume 1.

The NI PEIS addressed wastes produced for each alternative, aswell as
cumulative impacts related to waste production. The Hanford waste
management infrastructure was analyzed in the NI PEIS (see

Section 4.8.3.4 of Volume 1). Thisanalysisdeterminedthatitisunlikely
that therewould be major impacts (including thoseto ecological habitat) at
Hanford because sufficient capacity would exist to manage the site wastes
and none of the NI PEIS alternatives would generate more than a
relatively small amount of additional waste at Hanford.

Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide at some point to
import mixed oxide fuel from Europeto fuel FFTF. At thistime,
however, DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through any specific
port. If DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it would
perform a separate NEPA analysis to select aport. This review would
address all relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water
transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, as
well as safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300
mixed oxide fuel through avariety of specific candidate ports on the east
and west coasts. It would consider all public comments, including local
resolutions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxidefuel into
the proposed aternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
alternative. Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S.
Department of Transportation regulations. Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
reguirements. In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to arepresentative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and overland
transportation to Hanford. Also in that section, a bounding analysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risksto the
surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipmentswould be extremely
small (e.g., lessthan 1 chancein atrillion for alatent cancer fatality per
shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channelsand lessthan

1 chancein 50 billion for alatent cancer fatality per shipment from overland
highway accidents).
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Commentor No. 295: Margaret T. Swartzman

Response to Commentor No. 295

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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PEIS. These include: &

» attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
# retuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or w© the addres:
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593 -
& faxing your comments toli-free to: 1-877-562-4592 B

& commenting via e-mail; Nuclear Infraspructure- PEIS@hq doe.gov
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295-1

295-2

295-3
295-4

295-5

295-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring thisagreement. Ecology, EPA, and
DOE agreed to a change in the Tri-Party Agreement to place the
milestones for FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE
reaches adecision on FFTF sfuture. Public meetings were held on this
formal milestone change.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternativeswould not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.

295-2:  The NI PEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of arange of
reasonabl e alternativesfor maintai ning and enhancing DOE's existing
nuclear facility infrastructure to support production of isotopes for
medical research, and industrial uses, production of plutonium-238 for use
in future NASA space exploration missions, and U.S. nuclear research and
development needs for civilian application. In addition to restarting the
FFTF, the NI PEIS aso evaluates alternatives that would either employ

the use of existing facilities or rely on the construction of new facilities.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. 1n 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
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Commentor No. 295: Margaret T. Swartzman (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 295

295-3:

295-4.

applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.

These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice

regarding the future form of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies alimited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS. As such, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not
meet DOE's mission requirements. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers
capabilitiesto fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasons and concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's
preference is to establish a domestic plutonium-238 production capability.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

Decommissioning FFTF, including associated costs and cleanup, is not
within the scope of the NI PEIS. Before decommission activities were
undertaken, DOE would prepare the appropriate environmental
documentation to address the associated environmental impacts. Cost
assessments would also be prepared.

DOE remains committed to cleaning up the Hanford Siteindependent of
the ultimate decision on FFTF. The amounts of wastes associated with
decommissioning FFTF would be small. The schedulefor cleaning up
these other wastes would not be affected if FFTF were restarted.
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Commentor No. 295: Margaret T. Swartzman (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 295

295-5:

Alternative 1 does postul ate that DOE might decide at some point to
import mixed oxidefuel from Europetofuel FFTF. At thistime, however,
DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through any specific port. If
DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it would perform a
separate NEPA analysisto select aport. Thisreview would address all
relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water transportation,
shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, aswell as
safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300 mixed
oxide fuel through avariety of specific candidate ports on the east and
west coasts. It would consider all public comments, including local

resol utions, concerning thedesirability of bringing mixed oxidefuel into
the proposed alternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhanceits nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
aternative. Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S.
Department of Transportation regulations. Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements. In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to arepresentative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and overland
transportation to Hanford. Also in that section, a bounding analysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risksto the
surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipmentswould be extremely
small (e.g., lessthan 1 chancein atrillion for alatent cancer fatality per
shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and lessthan

1 chancein 50 billion for alatent cancer fatality per shipment from overland
highway accidents).
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Commentor No. 296: Mary Eccon Smith

Response to Commentor No. 296

Draft PEIS Comment Form

F A S iaong fs gecgem  Fo Ay forrdemg Pt FFTE af

Ly fere . ThE phrp S GREE G5 erar pod wdespp sl

i
Lovfen oF FPs slempen i inPlew oy imPes rme rrs  Fhe EETE,
7

T sabelsbrers  ww Ty DI Pave  Sftu e dipe falt Selace

That  Thfin  FFad  Fhed. foeldlm, oo plispfuet. ofey
?
Fhe e toetng, 2 FPiieds

¢ ieooAune, . S 2l _.4

o2yl . e A sten Hleg,
g "y : e i
‘77//1.&1_:,-\8 il YR o EFTE

=2 Auﬂm PP T ’LUJM At Lo Te ool b fenek
124
Lttty porm  Aasens ' closcdd gy A Puen b ar brtowte,

Page = ggpecicaloy fren ewr it Bty ot Fow | Feres
TX. PLRSid Sl tepanf  glay pleic rad cdbdecy iR,
Qe l 3 Aegdgg gy TRe LETE 1 pd Rt o el o o

fort Yo S torgpodes = Doy dvan Gemeenme oK Aot o

Pl Fhy E15 rhii et dwnfe wide deviaeslimdice, P2

Soclicod flos madfon.  orcerraranda il e fRmt  he Epre

I T e T Ly oy Y95 Srvnce it
%.?m& e fjor  cofetef g ottt e
Sty - i} oy tog & ) G TPt At

s os e v‘ﬂ-{f‘“v';? Lodtamd

There are several ways o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

® retuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
# cilling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

& faxing your comments tojl-free to; 1-877-562-4592

* commenting via ¢-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name (optional): ._{any _Eccon i

Crpanization:

Home/Organization Address (vircle one):

D5 BTN ve g

City‘ i State: b o Zip Code: FdAS - Yh B0

{optional):

£-mail (optionaly e ke bp Fe ppntnlink act

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For mare infomction contact: CotaMte E. Brown, NE-SD
U5, Department of Eresgy + 19901 Gemnanlown Read » Germanloym, MD 20874
Toll-few Telephone: 1-877-562-45¢1 + Toldren Fox: 1-877 5624562
E-mail: Nuclearnfiasnciure-FEISERG. doe. gav
12/00

296-1
296-2

296-3

296-4

296-5
296-6

296-3

296-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

296-2: DOE notesthe concerns expressed in the comment on the potential
impacts of restarting the FFTF. Assessments of all potential
environmental impacts associated with restart of the FFTF have been
performed and the results presented in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS. The
assessments include detailed analyses of a wide spectrum of postulated
accidents. The risks associated with operating the FFTF are shown to be

small.

296-3: DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the futureform of itsisotoperesearch and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as aplanning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
hastracked at |evels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 wasrevised to incorporatethisinformation and to
clarify DOE'sroleinfulfillingthe U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERA C Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission. It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both research and commercial isotopes
would beviable if operated in concert with producing plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
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Commentor No. 296: Mary Eccon Smith (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 296

296-4:

applications. Asthe NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider itsusefor isotope production.” Inrecognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions. While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
itisunlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of thesefacilities.

Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is
proposing enhancement of its nuclear facility infrastructure for the
purposes of addressing three primary needs:

1) tosupport the need for increased domestic production of isotopesfor
medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by apanel of
expertsinthe medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee;

2) tosupport future NASA space expl oration missions by re-establishing
a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel sourcethat is
required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long term,
assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States energy portfolio. The FFTF at the
Hanford Site was one of several existing DOE resources that were
assessed for these missions.

Hanford Site environmenta restoration activitiesare conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. Waste management activities,
such astreatment, storage, and disposal, are conducted viapermitsfrom
the Washington State Department of Ecology. Asstated in Section N.3.2
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Commentor No. 296: Mary Eccon Smith (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 296

296-5:

296-6:

implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternativeswould not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardiess
of the alternative(s) selected.

The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented inthe NI PEIS. Pursuant to CEQ regulations

(40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents availableto the public beforeadecisionismade. DOE mailed
this document to about 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000. The
report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web site
http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has also
provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the Final

NI PEIS.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1

(e.g., seeSection 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructureisanalyzed inthis PEIS

for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13aso
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.
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Commentor No. 297: Nancy Hannah

Response to Commentor No. 297

297-1

Il 2972

297-3

/g & drcorrarendes - Mﬂﬂ’f&faddjémr

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

 arrending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

® reluming this comment form te the registration desk at the meeting of 1o the address below
# calling toli-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

 faxing your comments 1oll-free to. 1-877-562-4592

® commenting viz e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructurs-PEIS @ hq.doe.gov

Nzme {optional}: ‘/‘M?Kff AN

Organization:

Ty B e
C/Hi_:_;ak)rganizalim Address (circle one): 251 Z‘g A‘UT n (C,

ciy__Spa M stateddf Zip Code T LS
Teleph {optional):
E-mail {optional):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000
Fox miee infornation gonlacl; Colefte £ Brown, NE-50
U5 Deporiment of Enexgy « 19901 Sermantown Road » Gemoniown, MD 20674
Tol-res Falaphona: 1-877-562-4593 = Tol-how Fewe, 1-87 7-5462-46927

E-mail: Nuclearinrastucture-PESGNq.doe.gov G

TAL00

297-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

Chapter 4 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS provides an impact analysis that
includes an estimate of waste generation and potential human health
impacts associated with each of the aternatives proposed for the
production of medical, industrial and research isotopes. Any additional
wastes generated in support of these missions would be managed in a
safe an environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws, regulations, and applicable DOE orders.
In terms of potential human health impacts, the NI PEIS analysis
indicates that the most likely impacts would not result in additional cancer
fatalities among the population surrounding the DOE facilities that may
be selected for use.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice

regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potentia capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
hastracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 wasrevised to incorporate thisinformation and
to clarify DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

297-2:  DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup

mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
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Commentor No. 297: Nancy Hannah (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 297

milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all partsof the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The proposed
alternatives would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.
The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention programin place, as summarizedin Section 3.4.11.8 of

Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site activities.

297-3: DOE notesthe commentor's concern for the long-term cleanup costs
associated with the alternatives.
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Commentor No. 298: R. G. Peterson

Response to Commentor No. 298

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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“Fhere avfe%;gv raJ' ways to pro ide comments on the NucleaL mfrastmcrurs
PEIS. These include: 5= — 1 o)y Resfesbir, FF 78 1l

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

® returning this comment forrn to the registration desk at the meeting er to the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4393

® faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4392

® commenting via e-mail: Nuclear. Infrastructre-PEIS @ha.doe.gov

ey ]
Name {optional): ]‘LQ Feteysom

Organization:

" ] i
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COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For more informicdion conlacl: Culc‘lls E. Brown. NE-50
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298-1

298-2

298-3

298-1:
298-2:

298-3:

DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding vitrification of waste.

No radioactive materialswere*“released” in the Hanford Wil dfires of
2000. Wildfiresdid resuspend some materialsalready inthe environment.
Theresuspended material swerelow, dightly above natural background
levels.

In both cases referenced, the low levelsrequired several days of analysis
to quantify. Levels were much too low to detect with real-time
monitoring instruments. Special analysisover several dayswererequired
to measure the environmental levels of contaminants encountered. Data
was accurately reported to the public asit became available.

DOE will ensure that FFTF is safe to accomplish the stated missions. In
the event that FFTF restart is selected in the Record of Decision,

compl ete safety and operational readiness reviews will be performed
prior to the restart. The FFTF Safety Analysis Report is routinely
reassessed and updated when required to address any changes in plant
configuration due to physical modifications or changesin plant operation
procedures. The operational readiness review would assess the current
updated Safety Analysis Report to ensure that the analyses bound the
reactor-operating envelope. The analyses presented in this NI PEIS
reflect the proposed changesto the reactor core (including fuel and
irradiation targets) to perform the DOE missions.

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 299: Bud Taylor

Response to Commentor No. 299

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways 1o provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

® attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

® returning this comment form to the registration desk at the mesting or to the address below
w» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

* faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

# commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name {optional): 4 WE/ 7:‘}!//':('

Organization:

O'IganizalionAddress {eircle one): HedG  Fromint At pl
City:_Sa, Hle State: Ll Zip oo 6133
Telephone (optional):

E-maii {optiona): oy S . Gt/

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For e Informedion contaet: Coletts E. Brown, NE-50

# Enargy + 19901 » Garmnantawn, MO 20874
Toli-re Felephone: 1-87 7-662-4593 - folkiee Fox: 1-877-582-4502
E-mat: Nuclearnirosinciure-PEIS@ha.doe. gov

us.

12100

299-1

299-2

299-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. It
should be noted that the research and development mission includes
research for the burnup of weapons materials but not for the burnup of
the materialsthemselves.

299-2:  DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns and recogni zes the necessity for

clear representation of issues raised throughout the public participation
process asameans of facilitating informed decisionmaking. Section 1.4
of Volume 1 of this NI PEIS, as supplemented by an expanded discussion
provided in Appendix N, summarizes the prevailing issues and concerns
raised during the scoping process to include identification of prevalent
issuesraised at individual scoping meetings. Infact, based on the scoping
comments received, the scope of the NI PEIS was expanded in anumber
of areas asoutlined in Section 1.4 and Appendix N. It should be noted,
however, that NEPA and CEQ regulations do not require an agency to
include and respond to each scoping comment asis required for public
commentson aDraft EIS. Whileall commentsreceived during the
scoping periods are part of the Administrative Record for the NI PEIS,
Section 1.4 and Appendix N are intended to provide a summary of the
issues and associated trends identified during the scoping process rather
than atabulation of comments by specificissue. InpreparingtheNI PEIS,
DOE carefully considered all scoping commentsreceived from the public.
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Commentor No. 300: Jim Pardu Response to Commentor No. 300
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Draft PCIS Comment Form
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300-1 300-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. It
should be noted that the reactor would be used to conduct nuclear
research and to produce plutonium-238 and medical andindustrial
isotopes. It would not produce uranium-238.

There are several ways to provide s on the Nuclear Infrastr
PEIS. These include:

» arending public meetings and giving your comments directly o DOE officials

# returning this corament form to the registration desk at the meeting or w the address below
» calling wll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4553

= faxing your comments toll-free ta: 1-877-562-4592

» commenting via e~mzul NucIear ;s:jﬁ:}’]ils@hq .doe.gov

Name {optional).

Organization:
Bome/Crganization Addrcss ( éle one): é( e \5- =2 ¢
A g (e L
City: ﬁ_ﬂlﬂz;‘/‘ C}&, Smte:;[lZA_Zip Codc:_L 3 Fd
Telophone {aptionaly;_a3 CF = T 7 - 23 L
E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

Fo mors fermotion confact: Colena £ oun, NES0

5. Deparment of Energy - 19901 Semariowm » Gerrnanicwn. MD 20874
B A ekl e e i

Emak Nuclearmfosuchure-PESEha.dod gov

H1200
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Commentor No. 301: Sandra Gray

Response to Commentor No. 301

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways lo provide commenis on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

® antending public meetings and giving your comments directly 16 DOE officials

® retumning this commeat form to the registration desk zt the meeting of to the address below
+ calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4503

» faxing your coimmeits toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

* comumenting via e-mail: NuclearInfrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Narne (opticnaly, ___ S ANbRA G sy

Crganization:

@IOrganizatinn Address (circle oney _3 5§ SAtmT ST

ity BeteHLant State WA Zip Coder 94762
Telephone (cptional),_ 227~ £ 757 -4 7 ¢
E-mail {opticnal): ZAa F‘fi;q 53 @ 3 - _Coim

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

l'ﬂufmmr\oommrcmehaE QI‘MNESQ
s Depurfmen?ol Enquy 1990 g, 2087
ee Telaphone: 1.1 !77-.’.62 459] Tnll-neerox 1477-562&592
E-mad; Nucleariirastuc hure- PES@hg.coe. %

TIAH0E

301-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

301-2: DOE notesthe commentor’sviews and observations.
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Commentor No. 302: Frank Zucker Response to Commentor No. 302

6¢v-¢

302-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup

Draft PEIS Comment Fornt @ EETE mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
- - activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
Vootue Lollton wodte Ser L4y, yesrs to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are

In £10rege Tanits w!y fwalks wnd Tears conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
Mo olmim voure  clecnic wp Hhs  wesle _ State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
th | To Pind vy Yadlz 302-1 : .
i 7 12 P r:“ *‘“;”/e fh“ = aele and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
Ol e gty vy GURTY im e milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.

Eyvein when  we  pecdt Th piyime
Whevie yer  youw all Cowme f3  Fowe
Lz aliwoywr el oo TSETT T cAestum b
The Fad Floxy Test Factidty

DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the

s oF e yse to vey ope el Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
The isctipes hove other Fourcos 302-2 through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
ﬁ:d hg A Vi ——— “7;5: — £ o L“Z - The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
=y h;fﬂ ‘l”zv_ z‘::”:” - U\ ’DW““ e would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
Wacn wdl gy bear us as we =pemi ? cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
lwhedt ofi ywur Taufte hove pips  ongd fealdd T nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
_ budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
fedore L Vo ths  piot form  loase alternative(s) selected. The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste
Bptagive e e Sees minimization and pollution prevention program in place, as summarized in
Section 3.4.11.8 of Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site
activities.
2-7? %’,Zi:”,,’;?ii;‘?”s 1o provide comments on the Nutear Infrastruatre DOE gave equal consideration to all comments. In preparing the Final
» attending public mestings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments received from the public.
® returning this, form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
:?:;.li:lgg ;ﬂiiemﬁg;fs?%‘?%ﬁfZT%EE%%SLTTJ 302-2:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-| q.doe_gov o
Name (opticnal): T;'p o bt 2 %4 C{M Deactivate FFTF.
Osganization The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
Home/Crganization Address (circle ane): medical isotopesfrom foreign producers, including Canada, South Africa,
and the former Soviet Union. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised
City: Sute____ Zip Code: to clarify DOE'sisotope production roleand other producers’ capabilities

tofulfill U.S. isotope needs.

Telephone (opticnal).

E-mait (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

nformation conact; Coselle £. Brown, NE-50

LS. Depariment o Energy « TP e Foad < Somantonn, WD 2087
Tot-frae ek phone: 1 8??{)62 4553 « TolMrea Fog 1-B77-562-4592
uclecrintostruchure-FES@Tha doa.goy G

DOE notes the commentor’s concern for NASA's use of nuclear materials
for space missionsand interest in the development of alternative energy
sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA research
priorities are beyond the scope of the PEIS. NASA establishesthe need
and requirements for space missions and undergoes athorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch. Plutonium-238 sourcesare used only when
they enablethe missions or enhance mission capabilities.

711260
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Commentor No. 303 Alan E. Niehaus

Response to Commentor No. 303

Draft PEIS Comment Form

I T slrongle suppoct
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There are several ways 10 provide comments on the Nuclear infrasiructure
PEIS. These include:

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly o DOE officials

# retumning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

+ faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (optional): Alam . piebers

Organization:

@B@E‘Organizaiian Address (circle one): __ 3306 Riveypandt G -

City:_Fasco

Telephene {optional): (50 ) S5~ §5¢+/

E-mail (optional). . #8 Avetiac, g Hor . con,
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

State: Le. Zip Coder {530}

moe [nfonmation contock: Colefte E. Brown, NE-SG
us. Depur!mﬂlwlinelgv 1990'\ Gemmantown koad + Gemmantawn, MD 20474 £
o6 Telephone; 1-617 562 4593 * 'ld'l-ﬁach\x. 1-877- 5624592

7/12/00

303-1

303-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 304: Cheryl A. Anderson

Response to Commentor No. 304

Draft PEIS Comment Form

A4 £ d,bj/( 147[&/7 -)‘ré?x?é" V) A’JJ—}L £ Mr?
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A e
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#5 7 ‘:Lf?/(ﬁm 2. [ﬁ)ﬂtf/{ts/ﬂfa// )’Q#ﬂ?” i

/Ny d‘&//m—? /Qc://'a 076 Lindliag SliSSRnS A
Yhocktils Juah @y ZF7E el je 7 han ffe,/;;

There are several ways to pravide comments on 4ae Nuclear Infrasiructure
PEIS. These include:

» attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

& retuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

* commenting via ¢-) mall Nuclear. frasl.ructure J@hq .doe_gov

Name (optional): Efc/ o 2l
Organization:
@gmizatian;\ddr&ss circle one): "
X725 4) Amm o M.

City: £ reg) i(;}{( stmeQ.b( Zip Codc:mz
Telephone (optional): (Iﬁz%ﬂ F¥T-2 2l

E-mail {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mara information contact: Coletts E. Brown, KE-S0 £

U.5. Department of Energy * 19901 Samaniown Road + Germaniown, MD 20874 5
Tol-ree Telaphorre: 1-877-562-4593 + Tol-rgg Fa; 1-877-! 562-459? o

E-mai: Nuclecr infrastnuchure-PEIS@hqg.coe, 2

7121090

304-1

304-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF
and opposition to Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s) and
Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor.
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Commentor No. 305: M. F. Duffield

Response to Commentor No. 305

Draft PEIS Comment Form

A wvpped b ot o FETF

Lo Jséimm < Aoy Jomrc.o!ﬂchgh

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include;

e atrending public mestings and giving your comments directly 1o DOE officials

® returning this comment form to the regisiration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» caliing toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

* coramenting via ¢-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name (optiona.l):jy/z L%. Ot M;
/7

Organization:

rga.nizatian Address (circle one): ./ Fuo ? Lasa n?L
Ciry:lf/\' ; f‘gﬂc.“'\ l'_,dv\.Q

Telephone (optionaly: SO ¥ ~FL 72884

E-meil (optional: _Daf ¥y o Zovo @ Yakoe, com

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

State:{,"-’y’\‘ Zip Code:—L? T35

SIS
For more Information. conlack: Colette £, Brown, NE-50 i)
5. Depariment of Encigy = 19901 Gemnantown Road + Germaniown, MD 20874 & y d
Tol-hrea Telephone: 1-871-562-2593 = Toll-trea Fax: 1-877-562-4592 V
E4mol: Nuclearnkostiyciue-PEIS@ha.doe.goy -, 6’ £

MW

I ‘ 305-1

305-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 306: Phil McGinness

Response to Commentor No. 306

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

* attending public meetings and giving your comments directly Lo DOE officials

® retuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling roll-free and leaving your comments: t-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments tcli-free to; 1-877-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name (optional): PL' ! ’/V (G sanr 3/
Organization: bl { 1’:

@)pgszﬁimddress (circle oned: Joe3o Wy TL[‘ A_ "!{

cay: Vo, (L

Telephone (eptional): Seg-B5 2 f‘73 )

E-mail {optional): s o =G A @ Sudeosde, o {r”. e rn
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

Fot more intormation cantaet: Colette £. Brown, NE-50
5. Deponment of Energy = 19901 Gemmantown Road = Genmaniown., MD 20874 )
Toll-tree Tedephone: 1-677-562-4592 - Tollk-irea Fox: 1-877-562-45%2 ()

Sute: V4 7ip Codeﬁ_f_Z_E_g_

E-mail: Nucloatintastruchue-FEIS@R.doe gov
7/12/00

male \\j\!,ff e pitt  w i_”({/d fdic L, roviedt chyien,

306-1

306-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 307: Al Rasmussen

Response to Commentor No. 307

Draft PEIS Comment Form

J—€ T\Uf[e.uf ":ro&v’\/m wnlr\ues aT'Hdn?ocd ‘u\‘_a’
Uﬁu be a&dd" il

r\ir) pods/ ¥méz M . = har;en byt -
hitle doubl” thal &+ will bappeq. ’

Se%mo'aoq.‘-’\% £anadl sr»/« wﬂer Seatlie will suffer g,

¢ o gl NLE e mé 2}-{-’!@«13&- of
cortnuida, nwAc'le,ar pduilen al Honfocd. The EETE

eackor Thould oot be cesncled gud O shoud be

@moeh L MJH&}J STop it -”5\'»\7 T how,

There are several ways o provide commments on the Nyglear Infrasfructure
PEIS. These include:

* agttending public meetings and giving your comments directty to DOE officials

# retuming this comment form te the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

# faxing your commenis toil-free to: 1-877-562-4392

« commeniing via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe. gov

Narme (optionat): AL KI\$I\]1JS$£N’

O ization:
e . — =R
@)‘Zanizatim Address (circle one): 22 3514 "‘H A tid T\!‘E : il !
. |
City: Sesfle sl Zip Code: 8105
Telept {opticnal):

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

Fofmove \Mom\ullm Bomucr Colelte E. Brown, NE-S0 ¥
.5, Deparmment of Energy » Germantown, MD 20874 (€
Toll-free: ebephone I 5716624593 Foll-lvseFm 1-877-562-4592 &
Emai: Nuclearmiiastucture-PESEh doegoy

1200

307-1

307-2

307-1.

FFTF and fabrication/processing facilities at the Hanford Site can be
safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results
of the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to
result from implementation of the alternatives, including normal operations
and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents. The

spectrum of accidents reviewed included both design basis and beyond
design basis seismic events. The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risks associated with each of the
aternativesissmall. In addition, prior to restarting FFTF, arevised safety
analysis report and probabilistic risk assessment which address the
potential consequences of avariety of events, including earthquakes
would be prepared.

Alternative 1 postul ates that DOE might decide at some point toimport
mixed oxide fuel from Europeto fuel FFTF. At thistime, however, DOE
has not proposed to import this fuel through any specific port. If DOE
ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it would perform a
separate NEPA analysis to select aport. This review would address all
relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water transportation,
shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, aswell as
safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300 mixed
oxide fuel through avariety of specific candidate ports on the east and
west coasts. It would consider all public comments, including local
resolutions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxidefuel into
the proposed aternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
aternative. Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and

U.S. Department of Transportation regulations. Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements. In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to arepresentative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and overland
transportation to Hanford. Also in that section, a bounding analysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risksto the
surrounding public from mixed oxidefuel shipmentswould besmall

(e.g., lessthan 1 chancein atrillion for alatent cancer fatality per shipment
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Commentor No. 307: Al Rasmussen

Response to Commentor No. 307

from severe accidents at docks and in channels and lessthan 1 chancein
50hillion for alatent cancer fatality per shipment from overland highway
accidents).

307-2: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 308: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 308

Draft PE1S Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastruciure
PEIS. These inciude:

# aitending public meetings and giving your comments dirsctly to DOE officials

« returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling 1oll-free and leaving your comiments: 1-877-562-4593

® faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (optional):

Organization:

Home/Organization Address {circle one):

City: State: Zip Code:

Telephone {optional):

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

Fer mon: informuation conlact, Coletle E. Brown, NE-50

U, Deportmant of Energy + 19907 Germantown Road + Germantown. MO 20874
Tot-res Telephone: 1-877-562-4593 « Tol-iea Fax: 1.877-562-4592

E-mail: Nucletn iirasiruchurePEISRNG doe.oov

T2

308-1

308-1: DOE notesthe commentor's concern regarding the wastes currently

stored in the high-level radioactive waste tanks located at Hanford. As
stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected. FFTF restart would not
generate high-level radioactivewaste. The NI PEIS addresses wastes
produced for each alternative, as well as cumulative impacts related to
waste production. Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed
sites are also addressed. These programs will be implemented for the
alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The waste generated

from any of the proposed aternativesin the NI PEISwill be managed

(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and environmentally protective
manner and in compliancewith all applicable Federal and statelawsand
regulations and appropriate DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 309: Norm Buske

Response to Commentor No. 309

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

® artending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

& returping this comment form to the registtation desk at the meeting or to the address below
 calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

& faxing your comuments toll-free o 1-877-562-4592

¢ commenting via e-mail: Nuciear. Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (optional): A j oM oS e

Organization: /Utcc/Oedf_ J‘Pﬁrf/ﬁ 'Ff‘(’L /:}4”! et <a

Hor@@gammuon Address (circle one). / =2 52, 8 [‘U é L4 /"}'U*E. 'ﬂ—%

City: e Xare sl A zip coted T2 00
Telephone (E’]}monal} nf 569 .)314 5} 5,5
E-mail {optionaly:__e2atz by (2 g, ©

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

mors Information contoot: Coletta £ Blown, NEGO 45
us DﬂpcmmemoiEhelgy' !9901 Gemantown Road + Germmaniown, MO 20674
: 1.877-562-45%3 » Toll-iree Fox: 1877 562-&592 G
E-maii: Muciearinfiostiuc re-PESEha. doe, 2

T2

N

309-1

309-1:

Section 2.3.1.1.3 of the NI PEISidentifiesthat for other than periodic
increases up to 400 megawatts to support nuclear research and
development activities, FFTF would be operated at anominal

100 megawattsin order to extend the reactor lifeand significantly reduce
the generation rate of spent fuel. The nuclear research and development
activitiesthat thisdiscussionisreferring to would befor civilian
applications.

The purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
reasonabl e alternatives to enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to support production of isotopes for medical, research, and
industrial uses, production of plutonium-238 for use in future NASA
space exploration missions, and U.S. nuclear research and devel opment
needsfor civilian application. Asdiscussed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1,
plutonium-238 would be produced to support NASA's deep space
missions. Plutonium-238 is not used to produce nuclear weapons. All
missions considered in the NI PEIS are for civilian purposes.
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Commentor No. 310: Allen Seaman

Response to Commentor No. 310

Draft PCIS Comment Form
FFTE o ~Theny & ot &.,-‘_ F.  rndisa
O oAt g -

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEJS. These include:

* atiending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

# returning this commen: form 10 1he registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

* faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

= commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastnicture-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Name (opticnal): ﬂ. Q ‘A u .-

Chrganization:

Home/Crganization Address (circle oney: 1l N Codan  ew.

City:._ Canec State:\M Zip Code:_$936 |

Telephone (optionaty_«345-F653

E-mail {opticnal):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more information egntoet; Colee E. Brown, NE-5SQ
U5, Depatment of Energy - 1950% Gemantawn kRoad » Gemnaniown, MD 20874 i
Tolktree Telephone: 1-877-542-1693 ~ Toll-freg Fax, 1-877-562-4592
E4mai: MNuclearinbasinchure PES@hg.doe.gov
THI0

310-1

310-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 311: Jeanne Welsch

Response to Commentor No. 311

Draft PEIS Cormment Formn

311-1

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

# altending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DQE officials

= returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free znd leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

* faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-§77-562-4392

& commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (optional): M

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle ong): J‘Y? /‘7/4

Ciry;_zﬁ':é/ana’

Telephone {(optional):

St 7ip Code: THFER__

E-mail (opticnal):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mota Informicion eonlact Colette E. Brown, ME-50

U5. Department of Energy * 19901 Gemmantown. koad « lown, MD 20872
Tolt-rew Telephone: l !77-562 4593 = Tol-frae Fax: 1-877-562-4592
nfrastructure-PES@hg.doe.gov ¢

7/12/00

311-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

sasuodsay 30@ pue SIuBLLLoD UaRIp—e Bideyd




ovv-¢

Commentor No. 312: Mike Falagher

Response to Commentor No. 312

Draft PEIS Comment Form 2

I Suppo K7 The ReSTary ok

FF7E

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly 1o DOE olficials

# returning this comment form to the registration desk al the meeting or to the address below

» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

* faxing your comuments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

= commenting via e-mail: Nuclzar.Infrastructure-PEIS @ hq doe.gov

Name {optional): yii} .’K ¢ tula fJA oA
Organization:

Orga:nizf'ui.an Address (circle one): /// 4] ﬂ/ ﬁ E 7/! Gfﬂ
Statc:L_‘/ﬁ Zip Code: z q ‘P—’Dé

ciry: Ko nil ek

Telephone {optional):

E-mazil (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

Fr more Information cenltock: Colelte E. Brawn, NE-50

U.5. Deporiment of Energy * 19901 Gernontown Road - Gemmaniown, MD 20874
Tof-iree Telephone: 1-877-542-4593 + Tob-tee Fax: 1.-877-562-4592
E-mai: Nucleorintastuchue-FES@hg.doegov %

/12100

312-1

312-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 313: Don Crnvovich

Response to Commentor No. 313

Drait PEIS Comment Form

_'/ wol > (. o

See P

feokaide o \we FF7F,

Theolt o
)(

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

* attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

* refuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or 1o the address below
= calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing your comments toll-frec 1o: 1-877-562-4592

® commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrasuucture-PEIS @hq.doe. gov

Name {uptional): cn) Y o I

Organization:

L Boores

Home/Organization Address {circle onc): L2 &

~ e -
City: e v e K Statel . zip Code 5T 22 7
Telephone (opdonal):mq -0 “(‘)95/?
E-mail (cptional):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11,2000

For more Inlomnertion conlach: Colette E. Biown, NE-50
V5. Beprment of Energy - 19901 Seanantown Road « Germorniwn, MD 20874 (5
Tol-tee Telephone: 1-677-552-4593 - Toll-tiew Fax; 1-877-562-4557
E-mai: Nuclearinfiastruchuse PES@ha.doa.gov
T2

313-1

313-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 314: Kent R. Welsch

Response to Commentor No. 314

Draft PEIS Comment Form

There are several ways to provide commertis on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

# atlending public meetings and giving your comments direetly to DOE officials

# returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
@ calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

® faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

» commenting via e-maif: Nuclear Infrasiructure-PEIS @ hq.doe.gov

Koot R Lodsch

Name (optional):

Organization:

4 Hom; E)rganizalion Address (circle one):
City: _Z{fanzumk_ﬁ___ el zip Codes_FIXTE

Telephene {optianal):

00 A Hontong

E-mail (optional):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more Intomation conlech Colefle E. Brown, NE-S0
us. Dewnmcﬂlof Energy + 19901 Semontown Rocd + Gemmantewn, MD 20874
Icl-fee talephone: 1-677-562-4593 + Tol-ree Fax 1-877-562-4592
E-moi: Nucledattnirasiut e PEB@hG doe.gov
1200

314-1

314-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 315: Clayton Carr

Response to Commentor No. 315

Draft PEIS Comment Form
| SUPRRT THe RE START % FFTE,

V1S THE yYoSY CO5T SLEECTWVE MhEANS OF

PRo(VOH & EticAy 1SOTTES .

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS, These include:

o atending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

® returning this comrment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
« calling toli-free and feaving your commenis: 1-877-362-4593

# faxing your comuments toll-free to: 1-§77-362-4592

* commenting via e-rail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @ hq.doe. gov

Name (optionaly: (L LA TN CARR

Organization:

Organlzatisn Address (cucle one):

108 N. 0™ Avernve
Ciry-\l{A k]m Slale:Wﬁ\_ Zip Codc:ﬂm

Telephone (optional):

E-mail {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For oce informalion contact: Coleita E. Brown, HE-50
5. Depemtment of Energy + 19901 Genmantown Road + Gemmaniown, MD 20874 &
Toll-ree Tolephone; 1-BI7-542-4593 - Toll-les Fax }-B77-5462-4592
E-mal: Nucledrinkacinchire PES@NG doe gov &

TG0

315-1

315-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 316: Sally J. Serier

Response to Commentor No. 316

Draft PEIS Comment Form

Wi clic sl l';.erﬂOQ

T sappart Shhe hosdadt ol FETE

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

+ attending public meerings and giving your comments direetly to DOE officials

= returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or 1o the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-8§77-562-4593

# faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4552

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear. Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.pov

s_;duﬁ J. Selicl

Name {optional):

Organization;

Hoeme/Organization Address (circle one):

Statezlﬁﬁ_ Zip Code:ﬂii{a_

Ciy: Kenaoimet-

Telephone (optional):
E-mail {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

conlocr Coiena E. Brown, NE-50

U5 Deportment of Enevgy = 19901 Gemamown Rood * own, D 20874
Tol-bee Telephona: 1 877.562-4593 ~ TuH-eerux 18775604592

-mall; Nucleatinkashuchure-PE@ha. toe.gov

kg iy

316-1

316-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 317: JaneA. Boyd

Response to Commentor No. 317

muti 33 nb Culiinent Form

< Qame 4 &OHCJ am i s opﬂmim‘cbfnq
Bhe  ant Fhu Test Faedlill; (FETPY Jm
bodyetion af iaeoal mﬁ?‘mm

Clame 71 Booidd
U i

There are several ways (0 provide comments on the Nuciear infrastruciure
PEI(S. These include:

@ atending public mectings and

1yl commenis direclly lo DO oilicials

ag this comm: i Cgibl:‘dlh’.}:l desi: at the mezting or 1o he address below
toll-free and lsaving your comments: | -§77-362-3593

2 your comments loll-five 1o 1-877- 6“’ 4592

L cc‘x.m.,rmn £ via e-nuils Nuclear, :nl':astrucuu.o/_lb@hq.doc.gnv

Nt {eptional): \3}4/76

Orgzuization:

:guniz:nionAddm:s (circle one): 532/ 7%&-'?% M .
City: g(‘j?/ﬁ-/ﬂd Stue: wﬁ Zin Cc\dc:'??3 9‘

Telephone (optional):
——

L-mal (optiopa)):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

Fn.' pae intoenalion conlacls Colell: F. Lo

U5, Deptilment of Engrgy + Gomentaun o
Toll-fiae: lemphm S ST 600553 - e
E-mail Muciear bl

THAUG

317-1

317-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 318: Kline Welsch

Response to Commentor No. 318

Draft PEIS Comment Form

318-1

_&sﬁmﬁ LAST HuxXTEST /79’(://_/7“}’

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

 anending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

# returnimg this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
# calling toli-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

® faxing your comments toll-frec Io: 1-877-562-4392

® comumenting via e-mail: NuclearInfrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Name (optional}): }4’/111 &

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one: M.—
ciy Kichland Stare: . Zip Code: THEFLr

Telephane {optional): [ =

E-mail (optional):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

Foc more Information contach: Coletta B, Brown, NE-50
us. Dewﬂmeﬂl ol Ene(gv 19501 Gemwiniown Rogd = Germaniown, MO 20874 5
Telephone: 1-677-562-4593 + Tol-reo Fax: 1-877-582-455%
E-mail: Nucleqrinfrosinsciure-PEIENG doe.gov

T200

318-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 319: Bryon Christoffersen

Response to Commentor No. 319

Draft PEIS Comment Form

37 2 R e QF BAss plcsiand i ey} ooy frks T Sis e T

_LESTAATEN 4D O TED TG TE DNOE ami S5

There are several ways 1o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

» attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

# returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

» calling toli-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Name (optional): _@u‘ Cﬁ(x‘.’ STEAFFR S
Organization:
@-@rgarﬁzalion Address (circle one) 2702 Lwtsioced Lane

Citgs DulssT Rherc aa State: WA_ Zip Code: 99353

Telephone (optional): Go'i\- G793
E-mail (optionaly _STGEERC ¢0wT- (041
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

ot more informition conloct: Coietle £, Brown, NES0 4%
3. Department of Enengy + 19901 GeMmonIown Rood = Germentown, MD 20874 (5
Tol-bree Teleptone: 1-877-562-4503 + Tolltrae Fox: 1-877-5624592
o Nuctearnirastiuc e FESdha. doe. gov
TIZAY

319-1

319-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 320: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 320

Draft PEIS Comment Form o

L e Zn//y/z /% e

Lo Fat? /’ - A

There are several ways to provide commenis on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

 attending public meetings and giving your comments direetly to DOE officials

# returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or 1o the address below
e cailing toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-5624593

# faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

® commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (optional):

Organization; 7 AR oy

Home/Crganization Address (circle one): /V/’ £

Gy fr epdtend

Telephone {optional):

Sued?? zip Code: 755 2

E-mait (optional):

COMMENTS MUST BEE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more Infommation contact: Colefta E. Bown, NE-S0

U5. Depadment of Enetgy - 19901 Gemanlown Road « awn, MD 20874 £
Tell-ree Tolephone: 1-877-562-4591 - Toll-hea Fax: 1-877-562-4592

E-mai; Nucleatinfrastucture-FEISEha.doe.gov

TR0

320-1

320-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 321: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 321

Draft PCIS Comment form R
ozt reseavin 13 QoW‘bﬁtW?_'(‘m Lo, ||

Modieal Higraputie ;50—}5\;@,, fan be

made T h'wcrﬂnbrlcm]? Lemp Rucsia,_ that

e Por salg & A,L\mmah
e hnvo hn+ (‘J
has pocn created ouer the lact sees
mere veavrs, We are. polsening the
Ozbll-l\'hl.-.'l& Biver: -
'E 1(-57()_ kn@ﬂﬁ.s{‘ormm{‘u of  the \Aﬁi)z-v% O'{‘
Everay wis clden wa' L belleve 1% weuld

to Colf cauoer that  doee wo6 creambe oflst

e dancg v Qquswm mﬂ{‘wrla 2

I 227 Y l- [ A ot X 2 IR

@

o ot z 5 = h
There are several ways to provide %mments on the Nuc!z-) Jnfrastrucmre we »—\A

PEIS. These include: Ve for Yy jmv\ -

# attending public meetings and giving your comments dlrectly t© DOE officials ;dg
® returmning this form to the reg: n desk at the meeling or to the address below

® calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1—877-562-4593

® faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-362-4392

® commenting via e-mail: Nuelear Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.dee.gov

Name (optional):

Organizaticn:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

Ciry:, State:_____ Zip Code:

Talork

(optional):
E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

P

Fﬂmotel’lfommmnmmuﬂ Colefte E. !mwn NESD &

{ Energy = 19901 oad *
Tol-lree Felephona: 1-877- 562—45?3 ToiHree Fax: 1+ l77»562 6592
E-mai: Nucleainfiosinghure-PEIEha.doe.gov g

U5 Dy

T1200

321-1

321-2

321-3

321-1

321-4

321-1:

321-2:

321-3:

The commentor's position on genetic research and opposition to the use
of medical isotopes are noted. Potential benefits of genetic research are
outside the scope of the NI PEIS. Asdiscussed in Section 1.2.1 of
Volume 1, one of the DOE's missionsis to insure a reliable supply of
radioisotopesfor clinical applications and research.

DOE acknowledges that other manufacturers can produce certain

isotopes at lower costs. In fact, the United States currently purchases
approximately 90 percent of its medical isotopes from foreign producers,
including Canada, South Africa, and theformer Soviet Union. Section 1.2.1
of Volume 1 has been revised to clarify DOE'sisotope production

roleand other producers capabilitiesto fulfill U.Sisotope needs.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. TheHanford Siteenvironmental restoration activitiesare
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention programin place, as summarizedin Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site activities.

More specific to the DOE missions presented in the NI PEIS, FFTF is
located approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River. There are no
dischargesto the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto the groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
45.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 321: Anonymous (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 321

321-4: Thecommentor'spositionson nuclear disarmament and reduction of
stockpiles of nuclear weapons are noted, although nuclear weaponry is
outside of the scope of thisNI PEIS. The nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribedin Section 1.2 of Volume 1 are unrelated to the
national defense. Nuclear weaponry would not be produced under any of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives described in Section 2.5.
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Commentor No. 322: Rosemary E. Brodie

Response to Commentor No. 322

‘Q’{/%I/ U 5

How many times must we return here to protest the restarting of the
dangerous,

and expensive Fast Flux Test Facility?

‘We have said it all already. What more is there to say?

Medical isotopes? We killed that argument many times over in the past.
LExperts in the field say there is absolutely no need for an additional
spurce of these isotopes. ‘There are sources in this country and Canada
as well.

Plutonium 238 for fuel of the space missions- Today's PI tells us even
that is not needed.

Clean-up is where it’s at!!!! Not more money down the tube for FFTF.

Meanwhile, Keith Klein, Manager of Hanford says: “Are there going to

be trade offs? Almost certainly. We do not have adequate funding te

do it all. When we get those trade offs better defined — hopefully in the

next few months — we will again he seeking yvour input”-

That's supposed to reassure us that all is well? L2 o WL e o \nu-t\f{ l\ °~(
O (S0 o \L\Kﬁs

How about this one: “We may decide to initiate negotiations that could

result in changes to the Tripartite Agreement (TPA) bat ....we would

conduct a formal public involvement process”. — Apa we.

T tlaes ol scenn Vo help,

As public citizens we should not accept anything short of a thorough job

of clean up,

Everything that is physically possible — never mind financially possible!

Selling off a couple of TRIDENT subs might boost the kitty.}o Pr«a ar Thie

fp\f‘.‘};c_,.n'\m‘ = ,(::5 e Ckl‘t’_
35s NE Gofh Sh
Seottie WA < Siis

bewne isloned B2
\l

322-1

322-2

322-3

322-4

322-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

Included in the PEIS are the results of analyses that show that the risks
associated with operating the FFTF are very small.

322-2: DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical

isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding thefutureform of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potentia capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
hastracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 wasrevised toincorporate thisinformation.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.

However, Canadaonly suppliesalimited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS. Assuch, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not
meet DOE's mission requirements. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers
capabilitiesto fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

322-3:  Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides

radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these

sasuodsay 30@ pue SIuBLLLoD UaRIp—e Bideyd



Zsv-¢

Commentor No. 322: Rosemary E. Brodie (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 322

322-4:

missions. Thereare approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238inthe U.S. inventory availableto support future NASA

space missions; no viable aternative to using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on

the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will
be exhausted by approximately 2005. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to"“...ensuretheavailability of isotopesfor medical, industrial, and
research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other federal
agencies, and undertaking research and development of activitiesrelated
to development of nuclear power for civilian use.” The purpose of this
PEIS isto determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,

and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected. The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste
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Commentor No. 322: Rosemary E. Brodie (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 322

minimization and pollution prevention programin place, assummarizedin
Section 3.4.11.8 of Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site
activities.

Excessing U.S. defense assets to fund DOE activities is not within the
scope of this PEIS.
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Commentor No. 323: Richard O. Zimmerman

Response to Commentor No. 323

Tedeor TdLuze
Date: August 30, 2006
Location: Seattle, Washinpton
Subject: Public Comment to the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact

Staternent that includes the option to restart the FFTF.

Cemmenter:  Dr. Richard Orin Zimmerman
220 Orchard Way
Richland, WA 99352

Thank you for the opportunity for the public te make comments on this
important topic. My name is Dr. Rick Zimmerman and I am a resident of
Richland Washington. [ come in support of the Draft PEIS Alternative 1.

The medical community is in need of production level quantities of medical
isotopes for cancer diagnosis and treatment. I am a cancer survivor of a form
that has a 50% mortality rate. Just last week I had dinner with a friend who has
cancer with a 95% mortality rate within two years. By the grace of God, she is
at the 4-year mark since her diagnosis. One of the reasons for her survival is that
new treatment regimes are being discovered and approved as she reaches the end
of the effectiveness of an earlier prescribed treatment. She and many others
need the medical isotopes option now to enjoy a quality of life without the
abuses of existing treatments.

Alternative 1, restarting the FFTF, provides the fastest option to provide
research and production scale quantities of the many needed forms of isotopes to
the medical community. This in tum, helps those courageous cancer patients
maintain their quality of life,

Additionally, I'd like to endorse the testimony of others at the earlier NOI
hearings that provide competling evidence to restart the FFTF.

1. FFTF is a facility ready, with staff in place, to undertake this mission.

2. Within years of restart, operational costs of the FFTF would be paid
for by sales of isotope production. (A remarkable way for a
govemment facility to operate without burden on the federal budget)

3. Cost savings through medical isotope use is projected to equal the
current national financial burden of Medicare, which in 1999 was
$213 billion. (Talk about Return on Investment).

Thank you for your time, T trust this information will be useful.

Vohad 0 Ryemmanse,

Richard Orin Zimmerman

323-1

323-2

323-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

323-2:  DOE notes the commentor's views on the costs and benefits of the
proposed production of medical radioisotopes in the FFTF. The estimated
costs of the range of reasonable alternatives are presented in the Cost
Report, summarized in Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS. However, the
Cost Report is not a cost-benefit analysis. While it is reasonable to
believe that the benefits of medical isotopes are substantial, the purpose
of thisNI PEISisto describe the nuclear infrastructure missions
(Section 1.2 of Volume 1), arange of reasonable alternativesfor satisfying
the mission requirements (Section 2.5 of Volume 1), and the environmental
impactsthat would result from implementation of the dternatives.
According to 40 CFR Section 1502.23, if a cost-benefit analysis exists, it
must be reported and summarized in the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 324: Eldon L. Ball

Response to Commentor No. 324

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide ts on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

@ attending public meetings and giving vour comments directly to DOE officiats

# returning this comment form to the regisiration desk at the meeting or to the address below
® calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4393

 faxing your comments toil-free to: 1-877-562-4552

& commenting via ¢-mail: Nuclear. Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe. gov

Name (optional): £ A_O/Vv : f;AZ,L_
Organization:
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E-mail (optional): £ [des b Jlie? o o
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000
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324-1

324-2

324-3

324-4

324-5

324-1:

324-2:

324-3:

324-4.

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

An assessment of therisk of awildfireindicated that, in the worst case, it
could lead to aloss of offsite power, which the FFTF, because of its
passive cooling capability, could withstand without overheating the core or
leading to the release of any radioactivity.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasons and concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's
preference is to establish a domestic plutonium-238 production capability.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.
Public meetingswere held on thisformal milestone change.

The dternatives delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on
Hanford cleanup activities. The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford
cleanup through the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management (EM), and the FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy,
Science and Technology (NE). The nuclear infrastructure missions
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Commentor No. 324: Eldon L. Ball (Cont’'d)

Response to Commentor No. 324

324-5:

described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also befunded by NE, which
has no funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities. Asstatedin
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

DOE assumesthe commentor isreferring to the Fast Flux Test Facility
FFTF). The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for
Isotope Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000
regarding the suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely
and cost-efficient manner were made in the context of the facility
producing research isotopes as its sole mission. It would not be cost
effective to restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small
quantities of various research isotopes. However, sustained operation of
FFTF for the production of larger quantities of both research and
commercial isotopeswould be viable if operated in concert with
producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report states: “In
limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux
of fast neutrons and large irradiation volumein FFTF, that could be
utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for
commercia interests who might consider its use for isotope production.”
Inrecognition of these constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS
only evaluatesthe use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated
missions. While some existing reactors may possessthe potential
capability or capacity to support research isotope production, as
suggested in the NERAC report, it isunlikely that reliable, increased
production of these isotopes to support projected needs could be
accomplished without impacting the existing missions of thesefacilities.
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Commentor No. 325. Lied Zappler Rogers

Response to Commentor No. 325

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways 1o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PE1S. These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

* returning this comment forn to the registration desk at the meeting or 1o the address below
= calling toll-free and leaving your commenis; 1-877-562-4593

& faxing your comments toll-fres to; 1-877-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.dos. gov

Narne (optional): kil FFemppte,— ?c.f,pg

C ization:

= i —
@gaﬂlzanonAddress (circle one): _Z.2 D I{ i fo, MNE

-

Telephone (optional):

StatetV Y Zip Coder TR S

E-mail {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000
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325-1

325-2

325-3

325-4

325-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential
health impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (which includesrestart of FFTF), including normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
Theenvironmental analysis showed that radiol ogical and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

Asdiscussed in Section 3.4.9.3 of Volume 1, the question of whether
residentsin the Hanford area are subject to elevated cancer ratesis
unresolved. Existing studies and data suggest that cancer mortality rates
in counties adjacent to the Hanford Site are not elevated. Prevailing
winds at the Hanford Site blow toward Grant County, Washington from
the south (14.2 percent of the time) and south-southwest (11.5 percent of
the time) directions. Hence, Grant County would be expected to bear a
major burden of wind borne contamination from the Hanford Site.
However, if an excess cancer mortality risk is present in Grant County, it
was too small to be identified at the county-level of resolution in the
survey and available National Cancer Institute datadiscussedin

Section 3.4.9.3. Epidemiological studiesin Benton and Franklin counties
provided no conclusive evidence of elevated congenital defectsinthetwo
counties.

325-2:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

325-3:  This PEIS provides estimates of the human health impacts associated
with arange of reasonable alternatives (including restart of FFTF) for the
production of isotopes for medical uses, research and development, and
as heat sources for radioisotope power systems. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1 (which
includes restart of FFTF), including normal operations and a spectrum of
accidentsthat included severe accidents. The environmental analysis
showed that radiol ogical and nonradiological risksassociated with
restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 325: Lied Zappler Rogers (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 325

325-4.

Restoration of the Hanford Site and waste management activities arethe
primary missions at Hanford.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would aso be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 326: Hyun Lee
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 326
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326-1

326-2

326-3

326-4

326-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

Asidentifiedin Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, therestart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste

(e.g., solid low-leve radioactivewaste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes. Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste generated
by current Hanford activities. Itis DOE's policy that al wastes be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

326-2:

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and aternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing of
neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or available
funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at Hanford. The higher
activity waste would be treated as a solid form via a stand-alone
vitrification system, separate from any tank waste treatment system.
Therefore, the existing Hanford high-level radioactive wastefacilitieswould
not be used, and as analyzed in the PEIS, no existing or planned high-level
radioactive waste facilities would be used to treat the wastes resulting from
processing theirradiated targets.

Hanford Site environmental restoration activities, including those

involving the Hanford 300 Area, are conducted in accordancewith

the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy.
Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

326-3:

The consideration of FFTF for the NI PEIS mission has not impacted any
Hanford cleanup projects, except for a Tri-Party Agreement change
involving the FFTF status. The Department of Ecology, EPA, and DOE

agreed to the change to place the milestones for FFTF's permanent
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Commentor No. 326: Hyun Lee (Cont’d)
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 326

326-4:

deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reachesadecisionon FFTF's
future. Public meetingswere held on thisformal milestonechange. The
DOE missionswould a so have noimpact on future Hanford cleanup
activities.

The 306-E facility isnot contaminated and isbeing proposed asalocation
to conduct activitiesthat involve no radioactive materials. Whilethe

325 Building hasan inventory of radionuclides associated with ongoing
activitiesat thefacility, the building isnot contaminated in worker
accessible areas. Operations at the 325 Building are conducted in
accordance with applicable federal and state regulations and appropriate
DOE Orders.

The 300 Area Revitalization Plan (DOE 1999) provides for continued
multi-program R& D operationsin the 300 Area, including operation of
various laboratories, office facilities, and services. It also providesfor
consolidation (but not compl ete elimination) of radiological operations,
with support for Hanford Site facility transition and environmental
restoration efforts. The plan does not require closure of the 325 and 306 E
buildings aslong asthey are needed for active research projects.
Operation of thesefacilitieswould not violate any existing agreements
between DOE and stakeholders or other legal obligations, nor would it
affect ongoing or planned environmental restoration and facility transition
activities.

DOE Order 435.1 “Waste Management” givesresponsibility to the DOE
Field Element Managers to approve exemptions for use of non-DOE
facilities for the storage, treatment or disposal of DOE radioactive waste
based on certain requirements. One of these requirementsis that the
facility must have the necessary permits, licenses, and approvals for the
specific waste.

Asdiscussed in DOE's"“ Commercial Disposal Policy Analysisfor

Low Level and Mixed Low-Level Wastes” dated March 9, 1999, there
arethree commercial low-level radioactive waste disposal facilities

(i.e., Envirocare of Utah; Barnwell, South Carolina; and U.S. Ecology,
Richland, Washington) which are currently operating and licensed to receive

low-level radioactivewaste. Envirocare of Utah also hasapermit toreceive

RCRA hazardouswastes. DOE hasand is currently disposing of low

level radioactive waste and mixed low-level radioactive waste at Envirocare

of Utah and has sent low-level radioactive wasteto Barnwell, South
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Commentor No. 326: Hyun Lee (Cont’d)
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 326

Carolina. InJune 1995, U.S. Ecology submitted an unsolicited proposal to
DOE for the disposal of DOE waste at the U.S. Ecology facility.

In November 1995, the State of Washington informed U.S. Ecology and
DOE that the State would allow the disposal of DOE waste at the

facility subject to certain conditions.
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Commentor No. 327: D. Doyle

Response to Commentor No. 327

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways lo provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

® attending public meetings and giving your comments direcily to DOE officials

» reruming this comment form to the vegistration desk at the meeting or to the address below
 caliing 1oll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

@ faxing your comments tol-free 10: 1-877-562-4592

® commenting via e-mail: NuclTI.inﬁ'asu'ucmre-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Name (optional): 1) 1 (’:--il [

;
Crgamization: A s

Home/Organization Address (circle one): L2/ S M IR A

Ceolllae ik G¢/02
Ciaye_ e e

Stateda A zip Coger 78 /0T

Telephone (optional): -
E-mail {optional): “Ls‘efn.[i;/ziml.:fk (ol gahoo. € corm

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For more Informetion confoct: Comtte €. Srown, NE-50
of Energy - 19901 Germaniown Rood + Germantown. MD 20874
Tolkltes Tiephone: 1-877-562-4503 + Tolldraa Fax: 1-577-662.4592
Ermail; Nuclear mirasinucture-PES@G doe.gov )

us.

12100

327-1

327-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission and migration of contaminants to the Columbia River. Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto remediate existing
contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE. The Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration
of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this

agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention program in place, as summarized in Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site activities.
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Commentor No. 328: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 328

Draft PEIS Comment Form

The B errce o e Gor S Fhad The FUT S IS Givee?d A
vestart The FFEZE () Medrcay [Sotopé 10
belp F10h7 Laricer, My respooSe; We 7€ ST
redl Fro? e [ Ile DGl Er s (il

EN Y rovarrierd] 1§ raakmg M5 SO {77

1f Wg S‘ tart 7‘71(J LT e W/// ma P

#7 e /& j

_ofﬁ_m

Oy v Ye s e?(“czé(y,e

7,
,.C,ti //1/‘1‘%7*54.
CRAAWE  Fae deaclli e I8 remidse &L
it «!S/F e J !

1L g re Ao, v7255 0.7, 1&6?5/&/: N

Dre Qo rre i WS oA alo
i ' v

L arr & breash Opriper SH Y /ST
Gricd L ke s B8 Ore i Sp 0 Frie
CNG 7l T g irraf 2l e e — 5.4

There are several ways to provide commems on the Nucleér Infrastructure © /"
PEIS. These include: 24

# atending public meetings and giving your comments directly 1o DOE officials 7[ I’Z‘
» reruming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address bels LE

» calling toll-free and lzaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free io: 1-877-562-4592 5 YLO{J 7{2\4‘»&-
» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe gov / )

Name {optional}) j’S o / V(@

O ization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

Zip Code:

City: State:

Telephone {optional):

E-mai} {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 1B, 2000

Far more wofmﬂlim cmkx:l Coatte E. Brown, NE-50 &7

us Depanmenlwl Enelgy 16901 Gemnar » Gemmontown. MD 20874 (5
ree Telephone: 1-877- 562-4593 Toll-free Fox: 1-877.562-4592 {5

E-mail: Nuclear. nirosuchure-PES@hg.doe gov ";*

T12/00

328-1

328-2

328-1: Thecommentor'sposition regarding restart of FFTFisnoted. The PEIS
provides estimates of the human health impacts associated with arange of
reasonabl e aternatives (which includes restart of FFTF) for the
production of isotopes for medical uses, research and development, and
as sources for radioisotope power systems. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1 (which
includes restart of FFTF), including normal operations and a spectrum of
accidentsthat included severe accidents. The environmental analysis
showed that radiol ogical and nonradiological risks associated with

restarting FFTF would be small.

328-2:  Nofood, water, or air restrictions are in place outside the Hanford
Reservation as aresult of Hanford activities.
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Commentor No. 329: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 329

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways fo provide 1ts on the Nuclear Infrastructure

PEIS. These include:

» attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

® returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

# commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hg.doe.gov

Name (optional):

’ Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

City: State: Zip Code:

Telephone (optional):

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

uwam\on aomaet: Calette £ Brown, NE-50 £
us. Dwuﬂmemcfinsrgv !WﬂlGemm owm: Road + Germontown, MD 20874 [
Toll-free Felephona: 1- !77662 4593 = Toll-trew Fex: 1-B77-562-4592 ?
E-mall: Muclecr irashuchire-PEIS@ha.das. 2,

712/00

A

329-1

329-1: DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice

regarding the future form of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
hastracked at |evels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 wasrevised to incorporate thisinformation and to
clarify DOE'sroleinfulfillingthe U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

For the purposes of analysesin the NI PEIS, a representative set of
isotopes was selected on the basis of the recommendations of the Expert
Panel, medical market forecasts, reviews of medical literature, and more
than 100 types of ongoing clinical trials that use radioisotopes for the
treatment of cancer and other diseases. This set includes both reactor-
and accelerator-produced isotopes, and islisted in Table 1-1 of Volume 1
along with abrief description of their medical and/or industrial
applications. Although these isotopes are a representative sample of
possible isotopes which could be produced, DOE expects that the actual
isotopes and specific amounts produced as a result of the proposed action
would vary from year to year in response to the focus of clinical research
and the specific market needs occurring at that time.
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Commentor No. 330: William A. Dautd

Response to Commentor No. 330

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide
PEIS. These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments dirzctly to DOE officials

# retumning this comment form to the registration desk at the mecting or to the address below
= calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Ll B T wted

Name {optional}:

Organization:

@Organizaticm Address (circle ene): 2360 Maw lw_ hm &

City: @fc\ﬁla& A State: {1 Zip Code: 43352

Telephone {optionaly. _{ £09) (s27- (-2
E-mail (optional); — Adautels € 6wt com

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

Fox o informatlion confact. Colelle E. Brown, NE-S0 43
U5, Deparment of Energy « 19901 Gemantown Road + Gemantown, MO 20874
Tel-ree Telaphona: 1-877-542-4593 - Toll-trse Fuox: 1-877-562-4592
E-mal: Nuclearinbostnchure-PES@hq dos.gov  Gh

T2

Medical isotope production has been identified as one of the purposes
and needs (Chapter 1 of Volume 1) for which DOE action is necessary.
The NI PEIS addresses the impacts of the production of radioisotopes for
this purpose. Although the 12 million medical procedures ayear utilizing
radioi sotopes result in significant health benefits to the public, the impact
of the use of the radioisotopes is not within the scope of the
environmental impacts of the production of the isotopes.

330-1:
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Commentor No. 331: Magna Sundstrom

Response to Commentor No. 331

Draft PLIS Comment Form
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There are several walys {0 pm\\fl}e nts on the Ni Infrastructure

PEIS. These include:

= attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

® returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or te the address below
# calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing your comments toll-free to; 1-877-562-4392

& commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS@hg.doe.gov

Name {optiomaly: _Madree SanciSherany
4]

Organization:

@IOrganizatien Address {circle one): AT Ve o NE ADE ! .3!“{

City: Ve T sute: 2 zip Cotes FEC

Telephone {optional}:

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY Sepiember 18, 2000

mare information contact: Colelie B, Brown, NE-50 /4

us. Depornnenl m Emavgy WWI Gemnanlosn Poad + Gemnanigen, MD 20874 [
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331-1

331-2

331-1: DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availability of isotopesfor medical, industrid,

and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to devel opment of nuclear power for civilianuse.” The purpose of
this PEIS isto determine the environmental and other impacts to
accomplishing thismission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing DOE

resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,

and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones
and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is
fully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF) isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1

(e.g., seeSection 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructureisanalyzed in this PEIS

for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;

or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13aso
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

331-2. DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 332: Tamara Travers

Response to Commentor No. 332

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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At sind pas o responie duonag Comments
There are several ways to provide comments orn the Nuclear Infrastructure :
PEIS, These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

* retuming this comment form to the registration desk at the mesting or to the address below
« calling toll-free and leavipg your comments: 1-877-362-4593

@ faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

® commenting vix e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe. gov

Name (optional): !a ARG a ",OJ\J LA

Organization:

@f&ganmatwn Address (circle one): _LZLE___I.MZiLMﬁcz U

City: W Stale;@,qbp Code: Ei 8 i Q ;
Telephone {optional): Sl - [21¥] ‘B

E-mail {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For more informotion Donlucl CMGWB E. Drown NE SU

U5, Department of Energy « 15901 Ganmantown
Tok-kee T?lephcne 1-877-542-- ‘593 'lcﬂ lrae FO! 1 B?F‘ 5&2-4592
E-mall; Nucleorinfrastucture-PES@ha.doe. gov

TR0

332-1

332-2

332-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

332-2: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. A Tri-Party
Agreement change was made to place the milestones for FFTF's
permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches adecision on
whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs. Public meetings
were held on thisformal milestone change.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure aternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.

The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention programin place, as summarizedin Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site activities.
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Commentor No. 333: Marjorie Rhodes

Response to Commentor No. 333

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways 1o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure

PEIS. These include;

« attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
 zetuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593
 faxing your comments toll-free 1o: 1-877-562-4592
# commenting via e-mail: Nuclearlnﬂ'asu'ucn7 P‘Zs@hq .doe.gov
&

Name (optional): "/’757 {.1 il

Organizarion: ?:r.\ /ﬂﬁ /‘V[(

Home/Organization Address (circle one}:

2/ N
City: Cea \’7/:) State: WA Zip Code: T i
Telept (optional): -
E-mail (optional). Ll

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000
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Tok-tres Teophane: 1:877:562-4993 - Tonas fax 1877 Bents:
| Nucleas nfrashuchure-PEIS@ha. doe . gov

T

iqdwm Yoy ia Lf[”"h't b royst BILSS C{{.ﬂrﬂﬂ}ﬁ’anﬂL 7

LisTon TG The i ?NU apd i e %‘;a",ﬁ/ i 7ot

333-1

333-1: DOE notesthe commentor’sopinion regarding opposition to therestart of
FFTF. 1t is DOE policy to encourage public input on matters of regional,
national and international importance. In compliance with NEPA and
CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public to comment on
the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed alternatives for
meeting mission requirements. In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE
carefully considered commentsreceived from the public.

This NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of

NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR
Part 1021), respectively. The environmental impacts of reasonable
aternativesto fulfill the requirements of the missions were disclosed and
evaluated in the NI PEIS. DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze,

and discloseall required information to make adecision on expanding
nuclear infrastructure. All references used in preparing the NI PEIS are
cited in the reference section of each chapter and appendix. DOE has
made these references and other material relevant to review of the NI PEIS
availableto the public in the designated public reading rooms.

The handouts provided during the public hearings were intended to
convey pertinent information on the DOE missions and options for
accomplishing them, aswell asto provide other relevant background
material, in aclear and concise manner for the benefit of the public. The
handouts are not intended to promote any particular aternative or
corporate, institutional, or government interest in the decisions to be made
but rather to communicate the reach and importance of such decisionsto
the public asawhole.

The commentor’s concern for the use of paper for the public hearingsis
noted. DOE is committed to the principles of waste minimization and
pollution prevention, and all public informational materials and this

NI PEIS are printed with soy ink on recycled paper. Electronic publishing
viathe Internet is also used extensively by DOE for NEPA analyses and
many other types of documents in order to reduce publication costs and
material usage. However, it is customary to provide copies of fact
sheets, public comment forms, hearing evaluation forms, and other
information materials as a convenience to the public and to ensure that
those attending are as fully informed as possible as to the matters on
which publicinput is being solicited. The provision of such materials at
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Commentor No. 333: Marjorie Rhodes (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 333

public hearingsisin part in responseto feedback from other public

hearing attendees. Of course, persons attending the hearing could elect

Overview to forgo handouts and public comment forms. A presentation was
provided by DOE at the start of the hearings and poster boards were on

adiomeive feotgpes o commereil waes display as alternative means of communicating key points of information.

medical applications, and research purposes Comments by attendees could be made orally to acomment recorder or

throughout the Urited 5tates and to . . . . . .
submitted viaone of the other means provided (i.e., U.S. mail, e-mail, a
toll-free fax number, and atoll-free phone number) in lieu of acompleted

isotopes for Medicine and Science

approximately 25 other countries. Products and
services are provided that are not readily
availabie cnmmercmlly but are required by

d and intemnati for a
variety of purposes. Program guals areto: comment form.
*  Provide a reliable supply of quality products 333-2:  Asreferenced in DOE's response to the commentor's previous

d ices based 10! * needs . .
dservicesbasecon Sustomers comment 333-1), the fact sheet handouts are not biased. In particular, the
s« Develop new isotopes and isotope

application technologics 1o meet futore fact sheet questioned by the commentor isintended to provide asummary
national needs of themission driversbehind themedica andindustrial isotope production
mission and to serve asan aid to the public in understanding one of the

e 2 od it

v . Mamgerapd aperate the Qﬂ'me of Isotopes
Ty . forMediine and Science in 2 costeffective three missions identified in the PEIS. Fact sheets for the other two
§ §  cutomersandtbeUS. xpayer missions were also provided for information purposes.
’ <. Description
=
IS § The Office of Isolopes for Medicine and Science
S Q3 operates by using a revolving fund and maintains
% financial viability throuph sales revemues and
o ammoal appropriations from Congress. DOE is
T’h\% the enly U.5. source of many irnportant isotopes.

*u.

<3 e Isotopes for research are made available at
53 prices that support a reasonabie retum to the
o~ Goverament burdo not discourage theiruse.
O
C

Commercial isotopes are sold cn a cost-

Research [t
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Mission and Visions

The mission of the U.S. Department of
Energy’s (DOE's) Office of Isotopes for
Medicine and Science is to meet the national
necd for a rcliable supply of isotope products
and services for medicine, indusiry, and
research. Its vision is @ ensure the reliable
supply and development of isotopes to meet
customers’ changing needs through cost-
effective use of unique Government facilities
to complement and enccurage private sector
capahilities.

US. Deporiment of Enagy +

08/15/00

Fo(mrﬂlnfolmahonmud Calefte £, Brown, NE-50
1 Gormgnt Rogd = Germaniown, MO
Toll- st\!phﬂ'll 1 8771 562 4593 » Tok-fre@ Fooe 1 B77.5462 4592

380 customers, generating revenues of
$10.1 million.

§ T In fiscal year 1999, this program served a total of
N

Facilities and Capabilities

This program maintains production sites at
several of DOE's natioral laboratories, including.
Qak Ridge, Los Alamos, Brookhaven, and
Sandia. These laboratories offer unique isotopc
production and separation facilities znd
processes such as reactors, associated hot cells,
and aceelerators.

20874

i Nuetedckihashuciuie PES@NG,ao8. gov
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Commentor No. 333: Marjorie Rhodes (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 333

NUCLEAR INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Isotope Uses

Isoiopes save Hves; they help doctors disgnose
illnesses and treat diseases. They also make our
lives safer. A radioisotope is used in smcke
detectors; another detects explosives in luggage at
airports. Radivisotopes zre used in devices for
manufacturing many of the products we use
regularly including plastic wrap, radial tires, and
coffee filiers.

Medicine

Nearly every aspect of medicine involves the
use of isotopes.

Radivisotopes are used in a process called

nu¢lgar imaging to diagnose varioys

diseases in certain organs, An estimated
10 million nuclear-imaging procedures are
performed each year just in the United
States.

Radioisotopes are used to idemify cardiac
conditions, 1o locate cancers, and to treat
health problems including cardicvascular
disease, leukemia, and other types of
cancers.

Thity percent of all biomedical research
jnvolves the use of radioisotopes. At least
80 percent of all new drups approved foruse
today result from research using
radipisotopes. Medical researchers are pow
using radioisotopes to find cures for AIDS,
Parkinson’sdisease, and diabetes.

08/15/00

" Industry

There is a wide range of industrial applications .

for redioisotopes including such diverse
activities as: .

¢ Production quality control

e Producttesting

¢  The manufacture of fuel for nuclear power
plants

Esotopes are also used to detect cracks and
leaks in underground pipes and gas lines and to
ensure the strength of high-rise buildings and
bridges. Smoke detectors use a small amount
cof the isotope americium-241 to trigger an
alarm when smoke is present.

Agricutture
Radioisotopes are also used in agriculture to:’

Produce higher-yielding feod crops
Preserve food products

Trace fertilizer uptake in plants

Develop seeds with improved disease
resistance and product yields

Extend the shelf life of certain foeds

» Produce the shrink wrap used te package
food

Theseprocesses do not make food radigactive.

Advanced Nuclear Medicine
tnitlative

The Advanced Nuclear Medicing Initiative
will support peer-teviewed research to further
advance nuclear medicme technology in the
United States. Three major ¢lements compnise
this inttistive. .

1} Sponser nuclear medical science using a
peer-review selection process. DOE's
support i in ™wo forms: direct research
grants, and making isotopes available for
research at prices that researchers can
afford.

2

-

Encourage the tzinimg of individuals m
puclear medici thods by establishing
scholarships and fellowships For vuelear
medicine specialists and by sponsonng
summer internships at appropriate
institutions.

poge

ISOVOPES FOR MEDICING AMD SCIENCE
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Commentor No. 333: Marjorie Rhodes (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 333

NUCLEAR INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

3} Initiate a focused program o apply alpha-
emitiing isoopes available in the United
Sutes from DOE to fight a spectrum of
mahignancies, including most common
cancers, and infectious diseases, such as
meningitis and AIDS. Additonal
applications may include treatment of other
immune disorders and of rheumatoid and
degenerating joint diseases.

Privatizing Isotope Activities

DOE is seeking cpportunities for private
industry to assume control of some or all of its
isetope produciien and distribution activities.
This could reduce annual appropriation
requirements, enbance U.S, economic
competitiveness, create private  secior jobs,
and reduce the costs to the U.3. 1axpayer.

Internet Addresses

U8, Departeent of Energy
Catalog of Radicactive and Stable
Isatapes:

www.ornl. gov/isotopes/catalog. hts

« Society of Nuclear Medicine:
WWW,SOIMLOTE

» National ]ﬁstitutes of Health:
www.nib gov

s 1.8 Nuclear Regulatory Commission:
WWW.I'IICAEE!V

= U.S. Department of Energy:
www.do.gov

» . U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Nuclcar Energy, Science and
Technology:
www.ne.doe.gov

+ International Atomic Energy Agency:
Www.iaga.org

081500

Fast Facrs

Thousands of lives and millions of
dollars are saved  every year
because ol medical isotope
procedures.

» One of every three persons
admitted te U.5. hospitals
undergces a medicdl
procedura that uses medical
radivisctopes including the
diagnosis and tregtmant of heart
disease, corthritis, cancer brain
scans, bone scans, diaghosis of
AlDS, Alzheimer's, and many
other maladies.

« Isotope use is ciifical fo ensuring
structural sofety for Gams,
aircraft, bridges, and piping.

» The Department of Energy is
seeking opporiunities for privale
industry 1o assume coniol of
some of all of its production and
distribution activities.

{SOrCRES FOR MEDICRIE AND SCIENCE

page 3
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Commentor No. 333: Marjorie Rhodes (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 333

“The mission of DOE’s Office o

Medical and Industrial Isotope Production

The U.S. Deparument of Energy (DOE} is isotope fraces brain activiey to give doctors a clear

responsible for ensuting a reliable supply of picture of whether the brain is functioning

isotopes not available in the marketplace and a normally.

supply of commercial isotopes that can only be

produced in unique DOE facilities. With the Therapeutic fsotapes

anticipated merease m demand for medical

and industrial isotopes, DOE is ¢valvating the Therapeutic isotopes play an important rele in

capabilines of ns exsting facilities and cffectively treating diseases. For example,

determiming its futvre ability to meet these isotopes are used in radiotherapy to destroy

obligations. cancerous cells, to help arteries stay unclogged
after corenary angioplasty, and to alleviate arthritis

DOE Office of Isotopes for pain.

Medieirie and Seience

A recently developed technique being used mn
several trial studies is called cell-directed localized
radiation therapy. This therapy, also referred to as
“smart bullets,” uses isotopes linked to cancer-
seeking antibodies. The antibodies act as

Medicine and Science is 1o meet the
need fer a rehable supply of isotope prodigis
and services for medicine, industry, a

research. Isotopes are produced by DOE only “homing” materials that see]f and attach
where there i no U.S. private sector capability | r.hep)selves_ to cancer cells and in thF process
or when the private secior’s production ] deliverthe isotope to t.h:ecancercell. This directed

. capacity is insufficient to meer 1.S. needs. | therapy results in effectively killing the cancer cell
DOE encourages private sector investment in; but not the surrounding cells, thus minimizing the
new isotope production vennires and will self debilitating. s._ldt_: effects seen with chemotherapy or
or ledse its existing facilities and mvenmgcé\ |1 1 Aull body radiation.

for commercial purposes.

oSN

r\\/{ Lnl\ 6 n Biomedical Research
Medical Isotope Uses ‘I Il Thirty percent of all biomedical research involves
Nearly_ every aspect nf medicine mvu?ves the ﬁ;sz;;rg‘?;;p; ﬁﬁf ?g};:;f ;l;lgi:i:;;
';;e :;}:::?P;SS lol'id“;i‘e'tgs‘ag::;‘ill;:ﬁ:; . using isatopes. Medical researchers are now using

o 1) 0y &"?1 Y j\-(l\sotupes in the search for cures for AIDS,
researc) ’T ('( gy r\ h arkinson’s disease, and diabetes.

N LA

Diagnostic Isotapes 8\(\ Mo wt ﬁ':dustnal Isotope Uses

Diagnoestic isotopes are used for imaging
internal orpans. Unlike conventional
radiology, imaging with isotopes reveals organ
function and structure and provides more
accurate diagnostic information.

\7‘\] ¥ Industrial isotope applications fal! into three broad
categories: nucleonic instrumentation, irradiation
and radiation processing, and radioactive tracers.

Nucleonic Instrumentation

An estimated 10 million nuclear-imaging
procedures are performed each year in the
United States. In these procedures, a patient is

Nucleonic instruments centain radioactive
isotopes. Some of these instruments are used for
given a specific fsotope in the form of a detecting and/or measuring quanrities of
radiophatmaceutical. A camera can then trace pallmants, explosives, drugs, ares, petroleum, and
the radiopharmaccutical threugh the bady, nemiral gases. As an exampte, smoke detectors use
providing pictures of altcrations caused by a small amount Ot,- aueticium-241 to trigger an
discase. For example, during brain scans, an alarm when smoke is present.

wombnmnlucrcoleuee Brawn NEﬁD &
us.  of Energy - §idis Roa
Tk iron Toisrhons: 1.077 So5.459 + Toll-on Fom 807 803 4508 |
2 uckarnirastruchure-PER@ha.coe.gov

08/15/40

I‘ 333-2
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Commentor No. 333: Marjorie Rhodes (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 333

NUCLEAR INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL [MPACT STATEMENT

Other instrumenss are used for nondestructive
{esting of materials. For example, ifdium-192 is
used to detect cracks and Jeaks in underground
pipes and gas lines or in bigh-rise buildings,
bridges, oraircraft.

Irradiation and Radiation Pr.

2

Traditionally, medical products are sterilized in
autoclaves at high temperatures and pressures.
However, high heat can damage some medical
products and equipment. Cobalt-60 is used to
sterilize instnnments that cannot be sterilized by
other methods.

Radioactive Tracers

Isctopes can be used as tracers to follow atoms or
molecules during studies. For example, isotopes
are used to trace fertilizer and nutrient uptake in
plants, to study chemical synthesis reactions, and
to monitor the movement of materials through an
industrial plant. Numerous isotopes are used as
tracers in these applications.

Future Dermond for Medicaol
isofopes

In 1998, an bxpert Panel convened
by DOE was asked jo provide is
aralysis of the current and future
medical isolope demands. The
Exped Panel also developed a list
of isctopes for DOE to consider for
production. The Expert Panel
findings incluce the following.

« The growth rate of medical
isotope usage could be
significant cver the next
20 years. A 7-14 percenft
increase is predicted for
the:apeutic appications and @
7-16 percent increase is
expected for dicgnostic
applications. This prejected
growth in demand for isofopes is
contingent on continued
Government support for basic
research ond technolegical
improvements in nuclear
medicine.

08/15/00

« Due 1o the development of new
uses of medicat isotopes and the
fimited number of facilities fo
produce isotopes, shorloges of
some meojor isoiopes ate
expecied,

There Is not a relicble supply of
rasecrch isctopes produced ata
reasonable cost.  Wihout an
adeguate supply of high-qualty,
exolic isotopes. nuclear
medicing can not develop,

The United States is over
dependent on loreign isotope
production.

DOE's intrastructure for
procucing mecical isotopes is
diminishing due io changes in
missions ond aging facilties. Ttis
unlikely that the existing
infrashructure con support the
rising demand for medical
isctopeas.

Based on s findings, the Expert
Panel recommended that DOE
and the Nafionat institutes of Heaith
develop the copability to produce
a diveise supply of isolcpes for
madical use in quantities sufficient
to suppon research and clinical
activities. Such a capakility woutd
prevent shortages of isotopes,
reduce American dependence on
foleign isolopes, and stimulate
biomedical research, They further
recommended that this capability
be built around either a reactor, an
accelerator, or a combination of
both so thot Isotopes for clinical
ard research applications can be
supplied refiably.

MEDICAL AND INDUSTRIAL I3OTCRE P

page 2
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Commentor No. 334: Eunice Heaston

Response to Commentor No. 334

NI PEIS Toll-Free Telephone
8/31/00

Eunice Heaston
602—-977-9178

Please restart the FFTF.

” 334-1

334-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 335: Marilyn Savage
United Staff Nurses Union

Response to Commentor No. 335

UNITED STAFF NURSES UNION
UFCW Local 141

31620 23rd Avenue 5.+ Saite 303« Federal Way, WA 9003 » (253)946-1141 = 1-800-468-3856 * Fax (253)946-1207

United Food and Commercial Workers Local 141, United
Staff Nurses Union, is a state wide local union that
represents registered nurses in 24 hospitals, clinics, and
home health agencies throughout the State of Washington,
Founded in 1989, the union’s mission is not only to provide
collective bargaining representation for registered nurses,
but also to work with other health care providers to advocate
for quality, affordable, and accessible health care for
consumers.

The nurses we represent are a diverse group of
professionals providing care to patients in traditional
hospitals as well as community settings. Some of these
community settings are home health and hospice care. We
care for patients who are diagnosed with cancer everyday.
We see first hand the suffering that some must endure, not
only from the disease that has ravished them, but from the
treatment that, hopefully, benefits them. We watch as
cancer racks their bodies with pain, and chemotherapy or
radiation treatments cause unbearable side effects.

It is for these reasons that we support the use of the Fast
Flux Test Facility for the production of medical isotopes for
cancer treatment and research. We know that many
research projects have been stalled or stopped because of a
sheortage of isotopes. We also know that continued research
will benefit cancer patients.

We urge the Secretary of Energy, Bill Richardson, and the
Department of Energy to restart the Fast Flux Test Facility
for the vital mission of the production of medical isotopes for
the treatment of cancer and cancer research.

Yalb. Souage

s

335-1

335-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 335: Marilyn Savage (Cont’ d)
United Staff Nurses Union

Response to Commentor No. 335

Support of
the

‘Whereas,
‘Whereas,
Wherens, foadical professions that the United
‘Gpough rutioisetopas 10 meet the
{ orr fotuign supplies as over 90% of
Wheress,  Privale ¢o fnepisnonts hositae 1o ivest millions

of ressarch i i inolgfpuw thioy Wt 10 use may 10t be
Whereas, The exiating N : le.xtdndwudivem

Whetess,  The FFTF is iy Wbl ¥ i the Department of Energy's newest
0 e 0l tha potentiat to piay & mujor role

imsidical isotope production for

§ tasting, researsh associated with the

Whercas, Toactor {nventory for scientific

Haited Stades is experivticing att
for medioal and
BE IT RESOLVED that th - rosmmtt of tho Fast Flux Test Facdity
i 0pe P jon reactor.
s
Wi iladd 7 /49 / 0
(Signed) {Dwte)
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Commentor No. 335: Marilyn Savage (Cont’ d)
United Staff Nurses Union

Response to Commentor No. 335

UBZ 73 400D 1HT43 KAL DUWIS3S8 Y

Support of Medlcal hotoye Production at
the Fast Flux Test Facility

Whereas, (ne 1 three mmwhq@,-ﬁ '

Wihereas, Thcmeufmemdwm_ l_ . iof aamoer and hear! discasc 1
showing very encournghay i ol Thete new treatments use
radicisotopes mrgtied . N ol and misimaze
the damage to healthy calik. The giwt of 2 mtope treatment is ofien mucl
fiess then conventional withSop debilitating results; and

Vhereas,  Serious conceTo exists in the mﬂﬁsmw«mﬂs that the Unsted
Staicy does rox have the divisotopes ta meet the

apidiy MMW o o Foraign supplies as over 30% of
the isotopes curreodly wad it

Whereas, Privite companies tut divelo Emm hesitate 10 invest imiitions

of research doliars up freit mmmwuumynmnx
retinhly mvailable, md -

Whercas, The caisting Fast Fhex Tent pmdnee a diverse
selection and large qoesiitios of

Whercas, The 6FTF is» mﬂﬂsm zil hDupmmm of Encrgy's newus
and mmwﬂmw e gotential 10 play a majot 1ol in
supporting critical w inaBion] isotope produciion for

trestirents of dinesss, w%mm research sssociated with the
transzmitation of mclesr wee, W““ﬂ energy necds, and other
scientific reaemroh, and

Whereas, The United States hes s aging st mw inventory for scieniific
research and teating, wikile u: the g thise the United States is expeniencing an
mmncdmndhhmmd”-hm«! and industrial

BE IT RESOLVED that the (=
z tourvnrmulﬁm b

{Signed}

o 3avd 18 o Modn PI5E-30L- 902 TPiil QIETVEC /R
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Commentor No. 335: Marilyn Savage (Cont’ d)
United Staff Nurses Union

Response to Commentor No. 335

Support of Medical Isotope Production

at the Fast Flux Test Facility

One iy three Americans are touched by cancer, and

The yse of medical inotopes in the of cancer and beast disesse is
howing very ging and d 5 resilis. These new weatments s
radicisotopes targeted secifically to the diseased cefls and minimize

the dumage to healthy cells, The cost of modical ispotope weatment is often much
teas than conventional trestments sud with less debilitating resolts; and
Serious concern exists in the scientific asd medias) prafessions thut the United
States do#s not have the capalillity to producs enough tadinisotopes to mest the
npidlyinunﬁmdmmd,hﬁ:wedepmdonfom’psupplhaunmm%uf

- the isutopes currentiy used we imported, md

Private companies that develop new cancer trestments besitate to invest milkons of
resaarch doflars op front when the isotopes thay want 10 use sy 201 be relisbly
availsble, and

Tha existing Fast Flux Text Facility (FETE) can reliably produce  diverse sclecdon
azd large guantities of high quelity isctopes; and

The FFTF is & significant atioral saset as it is the Department of Encrgy’s nawest
sud most sophisticated puctesr renciot with the potential to play & rajor rolein
ppotting critical nationel miss sach as medical isotaps production for
umormmmwummwmm
transmutation of nuclear waste, NASA space mission energy aeeds, and ocher
sctentific research; and
mmsmuhum.mm&mﬁmmmvmmm
tesearch and vesting, while at the same tims the United States is experiencing an
increasing d d for the prodhction of isoropes fox madical and Indnstrial
applications; therefore

1
szn' RESOLVED that the (waa'&‘ support & reatart of the Fast Flux ‘Test Facilty

to serve aa & multi-mission research zod isotope production reactor.

£ 220
) ,
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Commentor No. 335: Marilyn Savage (Cont’ d)
United Staff Nurses Union

Response to Commentor No. 335

Suppbrt of Medical Isotope Production

Whereas,

Whereas,

Whereas,

Whereas,

‘Whereas,

at the Fast Flux Test Facility

One in three Ammericans are touched by cancer, and

The use of medical isotopes in the treatment of cancer and heart disease is
showing very encouraging and drasnatic resits ‘These new treatments use
radicisotopes targeted specifically o the diseased cells and minimize

the damage to heaithy cells. The cost of medical isotope treatment is often much
{ess than conventional trestments and with less debilitating results; and

Serious concem exists in the scientific and medical professions sthat the United Wk

States does not have the capabiliry to produce enoughradinisotopes to meet the
rapidly increasing demand, while we depend on foreign supplies 43 over 50% of
the isatopes currently used are imported, and

Private companies that develop new cancer treatments hesitate to invest millions of
rosearch dollars p front when the isotapes they want to use may net ba reliably
available, and .

The existing Fast Flax Test Facility (FFTX) can refizbly produce 2 diverse selection
and large quantities of kigh quality isotopes; and

The FETF is a significant national agset as it iy the Department of Energy’s newest
and most sophisticated nuclear reactor with the potential to play & major role in
supporting critical national missions such a3 medical isatope produssion for
treatments of diseass, non-proliferation fisels testing, research associated with the
transmuration of nuclear waste, NASA space mission energy needs, and other
scientific research; and

Tha United States has mt aging and diminishing reactor inventory for sciestific
research and testiag, while at the same time the United Stated is experiencing an
increasing demand for the production of isatapes for medical and industrial
applications; therefore

BE [T RESOLVED thar the (LECLLAB% Bl suppont o restart of the Fast Flux Teat Faciity

1o serve as 8 muiti-mission research and wsotape production reactor.

WM 15 -Aoen
igned) Dte) _
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Commentor No. 336: Joan Claybrook
Public Citizen

Response to Commentor No. 336

Buyers Up » Cangress Warch + Critical Mass » Glubal Trade ®arch » Health Research Grougs » Utigatiun Group
Joan Claybrook. President

Comments of Public Citizen’s Critical Mass Encrgy & Lnvironment Program
on the Department Of Energy's Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
for
Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and
Isolope Production Missions in the United Siates, Including the Rale of the
Fast Flux Test Facility (DOE/EIS-0310D)

August 30, 2000

Thank you for the opportunily comment on the U.8. Departmcnt of Lnergy s
{DOE) dralt programmatic environumenial impact statenent (PEIS) on the nuclear
infrastzucture including resuming operation of the Fast Flux Test Facility (F'17IF) at the
Tlanford Nucicar Reservation. 1 am Wenonah Hauter, Director of Public Clinzen’s Critical
Mass Energy Projoct, a non-profit research, lobbying, and advoeacy organization founded
by Ralph Nader in 1971,

The Nuclear Infrastructure Draft PEIS evaluates the envirormental impacts of
several options:

No Action

. Restart the Fast Flux Test Facility;

. Use anly existing operational facilities;
. Construct ome or two new accelerators;
. Construct a new rescarch reactor;

. Permanently deactivatc the FFTT.

[ I

As we noted in our previous comments, conducting a PEIS on the production of
isotopes in the FFTF was an unnccessary waste of taxpayer money. Instead of seeking
new missions for the reactor, the DOE shouid have used its resources to permanentiy
decammission the plant, which if restarted would pose a threat to the public’s health and
safety. Once again the Department of Energy is syuandering laxpayer doilars looking to
restart a dangerous reactor or construct new reaclors and accelerators, The options that
DOE has put forth are unneeded, uncconomical and unsafe. Accordingly, Public Citizen
supports option 5 1o permanently deactivate the fast flux test facility,

The FFTF wus closed in 1983 because new missions could not be identified, In
1093, an independent revicw team reported that no combination ol missions would be
[inaneially viable over the next ten years. Despite these {indings, the DOFE has profonged
the inevitable and uscd this process o propose other nuelear boondoggles.

Ralph Nader, Founder

213 Pennsylvania Ave SE = Wahington, DC 20003 = (202] 546-4996 = www.cilizm.org [ SR ) N R PR

336-1

336-2

336-1

336-1:

336-2:

336-3:

DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to enhancing its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure. Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic
Energy Act, DOE is seeking to maintain and enhance itsinfrastructure
for the purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to support the
increased domestic production of isotopes for medical, research, and
industrial uses, asinitially identified by apanel of expertsin the medical
field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory
Committee; 2) to support future NASA space exploration missionsby
re-establishing adomestic capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel source
that isrequired for deep space missions and for which the U.S. hasno
long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support civilian nuclear research and
development in order to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of
nuclear power as a viable component of the United States' energy
portfolio. Section 1.2. of Volume 1 has been revised to clarify the
purpose and need of the proposed action.

The NI PEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of arange of
reasonabl e alternatives for accomplishing thismission. In addition to
restarting the FFTF, the NI PEIS also evaluates alternatives that would
either employ the use of existing facilities or rely on the construction of
new facilities. Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal
operations, facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the
proposed action arerelatively low and are discussed in detail in Chapter 4
of Volume 1 (e.g. Sections4.3.1.1.9,4.3.1.1.10, 4.3.1.1.11) and
AppendixesH, I, and Jin Volume 2 of the Final NI PEIS.

DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s); and Alternative 4, Construct
New Research Reactor.

DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

The restart of FFTF or use of any of the other proposed alternative
facilitieswould not have an impact on the schedule or available funding
for existing cleanup activitiesat Hanford, INEEL, or ORR. Asidentified
in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF would generate
about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste (e.g., solid low-level
radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous wastes, This
would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional radioactive
waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear infrastructure
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Commentor No. 336 : Joan Claybrook (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 336

‘The absenee of any eredible mission for the FFTF is instructive. We do not need
to restart this dangerous reactor, nor do we need the proposed altematives of new
rcactors or accelerators. According to Dr. Janct Eary, Director of the University of
Washington's Muclear Medicire Department, "1 see ne shortage of radioactive isotopes
for medical research and no need to restart this nuclear reactor to produce medical
isotopes.” Additionally, the continued production of radioactive waste cither by the FFTF
or one of the proposed alternative facilitics will undermine DOE's elean up goals and
further contaminate our air, water and Jand.

T'd specifically lke o address the purported necessity of producing isotepes for
food Irradiation, the danger of ereating mare sealed sourees of radiation, and the hazard
1o (he public and The environment of restarting the reactor.

First, merely because the U.S. regulatory agencics have legalized irradiation docs
not mean consumers will buy irradiated food. Nething is more important to most
Americans than the heaith and safety of their families. Consumers arc increasingly
concerned about protecting their health. No leng term studics have been done on the
effects of [vod irradiation, and there is ample evidence that the process destroys vitamins
and produces carcinogenic chemical compeunds in food.

There is overwhelming cvidence that Americans are skeptical of food irradiation.
A 1997 pall conducted by CBS News found that 73 percent of the public opposes
irradiation, and 77 percent of the public would not eat irradiated foed. While the foed
and nuclear industrics arc telling the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) to stop
requiring irradiated foods to be labeled, it is unlikely that they will be successful.

The FDA has received thousands of cards and letters demanding that it continue
to require the labeling of irradiated food. A 1999 pell, jointly sponsored by the American
Association of Retired Persons (AARP) and the Center for Science in the Public Interest
(CSPI), found that §6 percent of Americans want irradiated foed to be labeled.

Hewever, cven the economic interests that are prometing food irradiation do not
necessarily belicve that the use of radioactive isotopes Cesium 137 and Coball GO 1s the
hest way to irradiate food. A large percentage of the industry intends o use the electran
beam {also known as the e-beany) for inadiating food. The e-beam preduces the same
dangerous products in foed as do radioactive isolopes, but il dees not require the
transport and use of radioactive material. The e-beam process utilizes an electronic
machine called a lincar accelerator to produce a stream of electrons moving al an
extremely high speed. The beam disrupts the DNA structure of micro-organisms,
rendering them sterile, it also creates chemical products ranging from formaldehyde and
benzene to unnamed chemical compounds.

Titan Corporation, the leading provider of e-beam technology with its SureBeam
subsidiary registered an initial public offering (o spin off SureBeam. According to
papers filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission the company states, “We have

336-1

336-3

336-4

operations. 1tisDOE's palicy that all wastes be manage (i.e., treated,
stored and disposed) in asafe and environmentally protective manner and
incompliancewith all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and aternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

336-4: Theavailability of radioisotopesfor the purposesof foodirradiationis
not the focus of DOE's proposed action. Although radiation sterilization
of food is a possible application for certain industrial radioisotopes,
including cesium-137 and cobalt-60, DOE does not anticipate asimilar
need for increased production of radioisotopes used for these purposes.

Although not within the scope of the NI PEIS, DOE recognizes the
importance of improving control of radioactive sources, and isworking
with EPA and NRC on developing a nation-wide disposition system for
orphaned sources of radiation.

336-5: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission and migration of contaminants to the ColumbiaRiver. Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activitiesare
high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy ). This agreement
specifies milestones and schedul esfor restoration of all partsof the
Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress fundsthe Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 336: Joan Claybrook (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 336

a history of losses and we may not achieve ot suslain profitability.” The company has
incurred aperaling losses in each quarter of its cxistence.

Tn addition, Food Technology Services, a Florida based company that irradiates
food with gamma radiation, has lost $9.2 million since it was founded in 1985.

Despite an unprecedented number of meat recalls this summer and numcrous
incidents of food-borne illness, the public is not clamoring for irradiated food. Test
marketing results have been mixed at best - iradiated meat has yct to cam the public
trust. Even with massive marketing campaigns and extensive advertising  sales are slow

Restarting the FFTF for the purpose of creating Cesium 137 or Coball 60 is
complelely unnecessary. Nor should food irradiation be used as a justification for moving
ahead with the alternatives of & new reactor or accelerator. There is simply no public
demand for irradiated food and the existing technologies and corporations are unable to
turn a profit.

Second, the idea of creating more sealed sources of radiation is ludicrous, given
the amount of money that the Environmental Protection Agency {EPA) is spending on
locating "orphanced” radiation sources. EPA s Orphaned Source Initialive (OST) is
completing a nationwide survey te identify the location of lost radiation sources in the
US, and {3 planning a enc-year pilot "cesium source round-up” to remove radiation
sources (vom the public domain. Unfortunately, while sealed radiation sources
are licensed, their final disposition is not tracked. These orphaned radiation sources gain
entrance inte metal recycling facilitics and cause catastrophic contamination ol recycled
metals.

The fact that DOE is attempting to engage in producing large numbers of sealed
radiation sources for medical and industrial purposes is contrary to EPA’s effort at
rounding-up all radiation sources. Why is no couvrdination taking placc between these
two agencies?

Third, I would like to address the impact ou human health and the cnvironment of
restarting the FFTF. At the Hanford nuclear reservation in Washington state, there are
over 300 tanks hoiling cesium and burping hydrogen while leaking radioactive wastes
into the Columbia river. It seems absolutely ludicrous (hat the DOFE would attermpt to re-
start this controversial, accident prone nuclear reactor, which would likely compound the
wastc problems at Ilanford.

According 1o the public-inlerest organization Columbia River United, Hanford
has spewed over 444 billion gallons of radioaetive and chemical waste into the soil of the
Hanford site. Hundreds of billions of gallons of wastewater were discharged directly into
the Columbia River. Soil and groundwater contamination has resulied in massive
underground plumes of deadly materials moving toward and in some cases already
reaching the Columbia River, The largest plumes conlain nitrate and tritium, Other large
plumes include uranium, stronlivin 90, and chromium, Contaminants inglude carbon

336-4
(Cont’d)

336-5

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, therestart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste

(e.g., solid low-level radioactivewaste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. Itis DOE's policy that al

wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders. The
radioactive waste that would be generated from the restart of FFTF

(e.g., low-level radioactive waste) would not be dispositioned in the Hanford
waste tanks.

The potential health and environmental impacts associated with operation
of the Hanford facilities during normal operations and from postulated
accidents are presented in Section 4.3 of the PEIS. All impacts to human
health and to ecol ogical resourceswould be small intheimmediate area
and negligibleat all distant locations.

The 200 Area Plateau at Hanford contains 177 underground waste
storage tanks. None of the tanks currently generate a sufficient heat load
to boil. Cesium and other high-heat |oad radionuclides were removed
from the waste tanks years ago. Tanks that generate hydrogen gas have
had engineered features installed to make the tanks safe from a
flammable gas standpoint.

There have been no serious safety-related accidents or release of
hazardous or radioactive material causing significant injury or harmto
workers, or posing any threat or harm to the offsite public at FFTF during
its operational lifetime.

No food or water restrictions are in place outside the Hanford
Reservation as aresult of Hanford activities.

Operations of FFTF have been and will continue to be conducted under
Washington State discharge permits. Any future operations of the facility
would therefore not contribute to any of the referenced conditions.

336-6: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
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Commentor No. 336: Joan Claybrook (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 336

tetrachloride, sodium dichromate, technitium-99, and ferro-cyanide. The groundwater in
the area is inusable.

Furthcrmore, while all nuclear reactors are inherenily dangerous, some reactors
are morg dangerous than others. The reactor thal the DOE proposes te restart is a sodium
cooled "fast-brecder.” Fast Breeder reactors are even more dangerous than the 103 light
watcr reactors that are currently operating in the U.5. for several reasons:

¥ The FFTF uses sodium rather than water (o cool the reactor. Sedium bums
when exposed to air and explodes upon contuct with water.

% Rapid increnses in power, like the power excursion that blew apart the
Chernobyl reactor, occur much more rapidly in fast breeder rcactors than they
do 10 conventional light water reactors.

# "Fast breeder” reactors are particularly suscepiible to power instability due 10
the fact that they operate at higher power density.

The U.S. experience with "fust breeder” reaclors argues against restarting the Fast
Flux Test Facility, In November 1955, the first U.S. "power reactor” ever to produce
electricity, the EBR-1, (experimental breeder reactor) melted down during testing.
Rather than scramming the reactor, the operator mistakenly hit the button for slow shut
down, and in the few scconds it took ta press the correct button, approximately half ef the
reaclor core melted down. The public was not made aware of this meltdown until Lewis
Strauss, head of the Atomic Energy Commussion, and the man who claimed nuclear
pewer would be "too cheap to meter,” was contronted by the Wall Street Journal and had
1o admit his ignerance of the accldent.

Not to be dissuaded by the melldown of the EBR-1, The Power Reactor
Development Corporation, a consortivm of 35 utilities headed by Detroit Edison forged
ahead with the first commercial fast breeder reaclor. The Fermi reactor was to be a
scaled up version of the EBR-1 with a small dense core made up of 14,700 uranium fuel
pins. On QOctober 6, 1966 the Fermi reactor alse melted down.

The U.S. is not the only country to expericnce accidents with fast breeder
[CActors:

¥ France's Superphenix was permanently shut down in 1987 after Jeaking 20
tons of sodium. The $10 billion dollar reactor only operated for 278 days inits
11-year history.

¥ The Japanese Monju fast breeder reactor was shutdown in 1993 after three
tons of sedium leaked, causing the reactor to over heat and bum holes in
cooling pipes. In the aftermath of the accident, the plant manager was 50
distraught that he commitied suicide.

Il

336-5
Cont’d)

336-6

would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,

including normal operationsand aspectrum of accidentsthat included
severeaccidents. Theenvironmental analysisshowed that radiological

and nonradiological risksassociated with restarting FFTF would be small.
Prior to an FFTF restart, arevised safety analysisreport and a
probabilistic risk assessment would be prepared which would address any
changesin plant configuration, operating conditions, and procedures. The
revised safety analyses would be subjected to a thorough independent
review process.
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Commentor No. 336: Joan Claybrook (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 336

% Bolh the British and the Germans have termuinated their breeder reactor
programs.

The DOE’s misguided attempt 1o re-start this dangerous nuclear reactor or its
proposcd alternatives of new teactors and accelerators is little more than a welfure
program for the nuclear establishiment. Restarting the FFTF will create a new nuclear
wasle stream at the Hanford reservation at a time when the DOE's efforts should be
focused on the dangerous mess they’ve already created.

336-6
I| (Cont’d)
|| 3361
|| 3363

AlIjoe4 131 Xn|H 1584 8yl Jo 9]0y 8y Buipnjou| ‘se1els paliun ay) Ul SUOSSIA Uoonpo.d adojos|
pue swdopreg pue yoressay ABJeu JeajonN Uel|IAID papuedxT Buiysi(duoddy o) Juswere)s 10edul| [elusuuodinug onewwe16old [euld



G8Y-¢

Commentor No. 337: William Heaston

Response to Commentor No. 337

NI PEIS Toll-Free Telephone
8/31/00

Dr. William Heaston
602-977-9178

Please restart the FFTF.

” 337-1

337-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 338: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 338

Public Hearing Evaluation Form

Please place a check mark in the box next to the public hearing attended:

D Angust 22, 2000 August 30, 2000 )
American Mussum of Science and Energy ‘Washington State Convention and Trade Center

300 South Tulane Avenue 800 Conventon Place
(ak Ridge, Tennessee 37830 Seare, Washingion 98101

. D August 25, 2000 D August 31, 2000
‘Westcoast Idaho Falls Hotel Best Western Tower Inn and Conference Center
475 River Parkway 1515 George Washington Way
Idaho Falls, kiahe 83402 Richland, Washington 99352

D August 28, 2000 D September 6, 2080

Hoad River Inn Crystal Gateway Marriott
1108 E. Marina Way 1700 Jefferson Davis Highway
Head River, Oregan 97031 Aslington, Virginia 22202

Axgust 29, 2000
Orepon Museum of Science and Industry
1945 SE Water Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97214
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338-1

338-1: ThisNI PEIShasbeen prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and
10 CFR Part 1021), respectively. Theenvironmental impacts of reasonable
alternativesto fulfill the requirements of the missionswere disclosed and
evaluated inthe NI PEIS. Further, DOE evaluated each environmental
resource areain a consistent, unbiased manner across all the alternatives
to allow afair comparison among the various alternatives. DOE made
every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose al required information to
make adecision on expanding nuclear infrastructure.
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Commentor No. 339: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 339

Public Hearing Evaluation Form

Please place a check mark in the box next {o the public hearing attended:
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Ok Ridge, Tennessee 37830 Seattle, Washington 98101
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1945 SE Waier Avenue
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339-1:

339-2:

Although afew radioi sotopes can be produced by separating them from
existing stockpiles of transuranic materials or other long-lived

radioi sotopes, the two primary means for producing radioisotopes is
through the use of nuclear reactors or particle accelerators.

DOE doesnot falsify health records. Human health effectsinformation
presented in the NI PEISis based on data collected at the candidate sites:
ORR, INEEL, and Hanford. Data used to quantify offsite consequences
were extracted from reports (available to the public) concerned with
operational releasesat candidatefacilities. (Seefor example,
DOE/RL-99-41, Radiological Air Emissions Report for the Hanford Site
Calendar Year 1998).

These reports are generated in response to DOE's requirements for
radiological control. DOE Order 231.1, Environment, Safety, and Health
Reporting, requires an annual radiation dose summary that eval uates doses
to membersof the public and workers. DOE’sradiological control
requirements meet thelegal requirements of 10 CFR 835. Thereare
provisionsfor enforcement actions should the requirements of 10 CFR 835
not be met. In 1996, DOE established the DOE Radiological Healthand
Safety Policy (DOEP441.1, April 26 1996). Accuracy of radiological
recordsisamong the goalsof thispolicy: the policy statesin part “ Ensure
radiol ogical measurements, analyses, worker monitoring resultsand
estimates of public exposures are accurate and appropriately made.”
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Commentor No. 340: Linda Parks

Response to Commentor No. 340

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/30/00

Linda Parks
Walla Walla, WA
509 526 3387

| am a senior disabled person. | have no car to
be able to make the meeting in Richland about
restarting the Hanford reactor. However, |
adamantly dislike the thought of restarting it. |
am very much against restarting any nuclear
reactors. Please make my feelings a part of the
fight against restarting it. Thank you.

340-1

340-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 341: Mike Kaiser

Response to Commentor No. 341

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/31/00

Mike Kaiser
Benton City, WA
509 547 2911

| support the restart of FFTF for missions stated
in the draft. | think that is the most viable
option. Hope you consider that. Thank you.

341-1

341-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 342: Jim Dobson

Response to Commentor No. 342

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/31/00

Jim Dobson

Seattle, WA

Also speaking for Sue Zigi

We emphatically want to say no against

reopening the FFTF nuclear reactor in Hanford.

It is stupid, dumb, and immoral. Thank you.

342-1

342-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 343: Doug Palmricky

Response to Commentor No. 343

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/31/00

Doug Palmricky
Kennewick, WA
509_586_0567

| would like to support FFTF medical isotope
production. It is a terrific facility out there,
should be, and a lot of money has been spent
on it. | think we should utilize all the things that
are there for that particular endeavor.

343-1

343-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 344: Barb Hosford

Response to Commentor No. 344

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/31/00

Barb Hosford
Hood River, OR
541 386 7020

| would like to call and voice my concerns
against the startup of Hanford. And if it could be
logged on as a vote | would consider that a
positive thing. | am very alarmed that this could
possibly start up again. So | am totally against
it.

344-1

344-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 345: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 345

Public Hearing Evaluation Form

Please place a check mark in the box next o the public hearing attended:

D August 22, 2000 August 34, 2080
American Museum of Science and Encrgy Washington State Convention and Frade Center
300 South Tulane Avenue 800 Convention Place
" Dak Ridge, Tennessee 37830 Seattle, Washington 93101
Aungust 15, 2000 D August 31, 2000
Westeoast Idaha Falls Hotel Best Western Tower I and Couference Canter
475 River Parkway 1515 George Washington Way
Idahe Falls, 1daho 83402 Richland, Washington 99352
D Angust 28, 2000 u September 6, 20000
Hood River Inn Crystal Gateway Marriott
1108 E. Marina Way . 1700 Jefferson Davis Highway
Hood River, Oregon $7031 Arlington, Virginis 22202
D Auogust 29, 2000 .
Orcgon Muscum of Science and Industry
1945 SE Water Avenue
Poriland, Oregon 97214
Please circle the appropriate number: very
Good Poor
Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS before the Hearing 5 4 3 2 1
Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS after the Hearing 5 4 E] 2 1
Time and Date of Hearing 5 4 3 2 1
Location of Hearing 3 4 3 2 1
Repistration Process 5 4 3 2 1
Clarity of Disptays and Handouts 5 4 3 2 1
Clarity of Presentations b 4 3 2 1
Relevancy of Issues and Concerns Addressed 3 4 3 2 1
Opportunities for Discussion 5 4 3 2 1
DOE Officials’ Willingness te Listen s 4 3 2 1
Knowledge/Responses from Staff Attending 5 4 3 2 1
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Please continue on the other side i you run out of space. Please return your
completed evaluation form to the registration desk or mail or fax to the address

PES@ENG doegov T

345-1

345-2
345-3

345-1

345-1:

345-2:
345-3:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns and agrees that information
presented at public hearings should be verbally conveyed and written in
plain language. Thisisin accordance with the spirit of the provisions
of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021,
respectively) which stipulate that NEPA documentsbewritten
inplainlanguage. 1tisDOE’spublic participation policy to verbally
present information and to provide handouts and other informational
materials that are easily understood by the public and which avoid the
use of jargon. The use of acronymsis avoided to the extent possible or
they are spelled out the first time used, and essential technical terms or
concepts are defined through the use of more common terms of
understanding. Also, DOE made every effort to respond to each
question asked during the public hearings. DOE is committed to the
continual improvement of the public participation process and regrets if
any member of the public felt that any information presented at the
public hearings, either verbally or in written form, was unclear or
otherwise unhelpful, or that any question went unanswered.

DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are

high priority to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activitiesare conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement

(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). Thisagreement
specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all parts of the Hanford
Site. A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestonesfor
FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reachesa
decision on whether thefacility will be used to meet mission needs. Public
meetingswere held on thisformal milestone change.
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Commentor No. 346: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 346

Public Hearing Evaluation Form

Please place a check mark in the hox next to the public hearing attended:

August 22, 2000 : August 30, 2000
American Museum of Science and Energy ‘Washington State Convention and Trade Center
300 South Tulane Avenue 800 Convention Place
(Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830 Seattle, Washington 98161
D Angust 25, 200 D August 31, 2000
Westcoast [daho Falls Hotel Best Western Tower [nn and Conference Center
475 River Parkway 1515 George Washingten Way
ldaho Falls, [daho 83402 Richland, Washtngton 99352
D August 28, 2000 D Sepiember 6, 2000
Hood River Inn Crystal Gateway Marriott
1198 E. Marina Way 1704 Jefferson Davis Highway
Hood River, Oregon 97031 Arlington, Virginia 22202
D August 29, 2000
Oregon Museum of Science and Industry
1945 SE Water Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97214
Please circle the appropriate number: Very
Good Poor

Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS before the Hearing 5
Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS after the Hearing 5
Time and Date of Hearing 5
Location of Hearing 5
Registration Process 5
Clarity of Displays and Handouts 5
S
5
3
5
35

Clarity of Presentations.

Relevancy of Issues and Concerns Addl
Opportunities for Discussion

DOE Officials” Willingness ro Listen
Knowledge/Responses from Staff Attending
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Please continue on the other side if you run out of space. Flease return your
. completed evailuation form to the registration desk or mail or fax to the address
below.

THANK YOU - YOUR FEEDBACK IS IMPORTANT TO US

For more information contoct Colette E. Brown. NE-50

t5. Deporiment of Energy « 19907 Germantown Road = Germaniown, MD 20874
Toktiee Telephone: 1-877-562-4593 » Toll-ree Fox 1-877-562-4592
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346-1: DOE notes the commentor's position. Public hearings are critical to the

public participation process and provide valuable information to DOE.
However, in ongoing clinical testing, therapeutic radioisotopes have
proven effectivein treating cancers and other illnesses while minimizing
adverse side effects, making their use an attractive alternative to
traditional chemotherapy and radiation treatments.

346-2: TheNI PEIS providesan estimate of the potential human health impacts

associated with arange of reasonable alternatives considered for the
production of radioisotopes for medical and industrial uses, research and
development, and as heat sourcesfor radioisotope power systems (see
Sections 1.2 and 2.5 of Volume 1). The methodology used in the analysis
of health effects, whichisdetailed in AppendixesH through J, isbased
upon our current knowledge of the health impacts that may result from
exposureto low doses of ionizing radiation and chemical agents.

Sections 4.3 through 4.6 of Volume 1 providethe results of the eval uation of
potential health impactsthat would be expected to result from
implementation of any of the reasonable alternatives (some of which
include use of facilitiesat Hanford), including normal operationsand a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents. The environmental
analysis showed that radiol ogical and nonradiological risks associated with
Hanford operations in support of the nuclear infrastructure would be
small.
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Commentor No. 347. Paul L. Metzger

Response to Commentor No. 347

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress

=TT
Portland, Cregen 97214 ( )
i

<
El

Ms. Coiette Brown

1.8, Department of Energy

Oifice of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

Jobificdadlabdadmilabilled itk

Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Staterment (NI PEIS})

1 am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:

B T A
J Fd rd

Name ;Qd -;éd' %ﬁfrw
gor

Address ST 24 Sl Soiale,

/'L-

City, state %Mg%ﬁ

Zp P72zl S

|| 3471
“ 347-2

347-1.
347-2:

347-3:

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure aternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 349: Barbara Kinnear-Williams

Response to Commentor No. 349

Hanford Watch LT
2285 SE Cypress . o
Portland, Oregon 97214 .

Ms. Colette Brown

1.8, Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems -
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

il!i!”illli!ll!EI!E;IES};IH”HIi”;}h%iizif?!ilii!”ilﬁiéi
Pubrlic comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (N1 PEIS)

I am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:

TS TR0 RSKY

Name HAHULRRA KO NNEAL - LDILLAAAS
Address_ 1\W0S pAw T &lm CAoRCAE
city, state \NRNOOWIEL LA zp_A260S

349-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

349-2: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected from implementation of Alternative 1, including normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 350: John Jay Fichter

Response to Commentor No. 350

Hanford Watch ) "—_“\
2285 [E Cypress ;
Poitiand, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Depariment of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1280
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS}

| am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
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Name oy Ty Gl

Address 1135 SE YGih  Aveeg

City, state p*‘ﬂaw{ R g Zip

350-1
350-2
350-3

350-4

350-5

350-1:
350-2:

350-3:

350-4:

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

TheHanford Site environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure aternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected from implementation of Alternative 1, including normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
Theenvironmental analysis showed that radiol ogical and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

On June 9, 2000, the President issued a proclamation that established the
78,900 hectares (195,000 acres) Hanford Reach National Monument

(65 FR 37253). The proclamation recognized the unique character and
biologicd diversity of thearea, aswell asitsgeological, paeontological,
historic and archaeological significance. However, it should be noted that
the 400 Area, within which the FFTF is located, does not fall within the
monument boundaries and its operation would not impact the values for
which the monument was established. If fact, as shown on Figure 3-6 of
the NI PEIS, the 400 Areaislocated within an areathat has been
designated asindustrial. The Hanford Reach National Monument is
discussed in Section 3.4.1.1.1 of the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 350: John Jay Fichter (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 350

350-5:

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to the use of FFTF for the
expansion of its nuclear facility infrastructure. Consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and
enhance its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary
needs:

1) tosupport the need for increased domestic production of isotopesfor
medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by apanel of
expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee;

2) tosupport future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing
a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel source that is
required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term,
assured supply; and

3) tosupport civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States energy portfolio. Section 1.2 of Volume 1
was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.
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Commentor No. 351: Mark Lundgren

Response to Commentor No. 351

Hanford Watch s A
2285 SE Cypress B
Portland, Oregon 87214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

18901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

| am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because: Il 3511
TR = 15 L-J'f‘.ry'ff\v/ puse 1§ fesSE
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P et fiirops v
o142

!

Narne M /Q ;'-Mi LMVD (ﬂif\/
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351-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

351-2: DOE notes the commentor's views.
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Commentor No. 352: June and Ed Hemmingson

Response to Commentor No. 352

f;

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1280
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

| afm opposed 1o restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:

h 2 NN n)gs o
Address -?9'4/0 Nk/ﬁﬂﬁ/'e 0/&6(/
City, state /4 \/557??0 & /P Zip 973 2

352-1

352-2

352-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

352-2:  DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding waste generation. It
should be noted that nuclear power generation isnot within the scope
of the NI PEIS. The NI PEIS does address the environmental impacts
due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the waste generated by
the proposed actions for all alternatives and alternative options. Waste
minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.
These programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the
Record of Decision. The waste generated from any of the proposed
alternativesin the NI PEISwill be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regul ations
and appropriate DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 355: Katie Bailey

Response to Commentor No. 355

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregen 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
Niz-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

| am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
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355-1

355-2

355-1:
355-2:

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

Hanford facilities can be safely operated to support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3
of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential health
impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1, including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents
that included severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risks associated with Alternative 1 would
besmall.

FFTF operated for more than 10 years with no discernible impact to the
environment. Air emissionsfrom the facility were in accordance with
applicable permit and regulatory requirements and were well below
federal and state air standards. Wastewater dischargeswerealsoin
accordance with applicable permit and regulatory requirements. Itis
DOE's policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner in compliance
with applicable Federal and state laws and appropriate DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 356: Joanna Bailey

Response to Commentor No. 356

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systemns
NE-50

19901 Germantown Koad

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental impact Statement (NI PEIS)

1 am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
O weldld onloncenade. s/
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356-1

356-2

356-1:
356-2:

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

The concerns expressed in the comment with respect to NI PEIS
Alternative 1 are noted. FFTF operated for more than 10 years with no
discernible impact to the environment. Air emissions from the facility
were in accordance with applicable permit and regul atory requirements
and werewell below federal and state air standards. Wastewater
discharges were also in accordance with applicable permit and regulatory
requirements. Wastes generated were managed in asafeand
environmentally protective manner in compliance with applicable federal
and state laws and appropriate DOE Orders.

Restart and operation of the FFTF would result in small impacts to the
biosphere. All air emissions and wastewater dischargesto the
environment would be in accordance with applicable permit and
regulatory requirements. The releases of air pollutants and contaminated
liquids associated with FFTF operations are addressed in detail in Section
4.3 of the NI PEIS. Therelease of criteriaair pollutants would result in
concentrations well below Federal and state air standards (Table 4-13);
the releases of radioactivity and hazardous chemicalsinto the
environment would have anegligible effect on human health (Tables4-17
and 4-19); and no discernibleimpactsto groundwater or surface water
quality would result from water discharges (Section 4.3.1.1.4).
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